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GROOVER, ELSIE CURETON, Ed. D. Perceptions of the Co-Principalship as 
Implemented in High Point, North Carolina. (1989) Directed by Dr. Dale H. 
Brubaker. 239 pp. 
The purposes of this case study were: (1) to present the circumstances 
surrounding the implementation of the co-principalship and to present the 
conceptual framework of the co-principalship; (2) to present the goals the co-
principalship was expected to achieve; (3} to present the _perceptions of the 
following groups as to the achievement of the goals of the co-principalship as 
implemented in High Point: school board members, superintendents, central 
office administrators, co-principals, and teachers; (4} to present the perceptions 
of the groups noted above along with those of students and parents as to the 
roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals in High Point; (5) to 
present the similarities/differences in perceptions of the groups noted in Point 4; 
and (6) to present the strengths and/or weaknesses of the co-principalship as 
perceived by the groups noted in Point 3. 
Surveys and interviews were used to collect data from 1,004 
respondents, who were members of one of the seven subgroups involved in the 
study. Additionally, High Point Public School documents were used in 
completing this study. 
The major findings were: (1) the rnove to the co-principalship in High 
Point was avo,'&:~ thought out process; (2) the conceptual framework of the co-
principalship involves two distinct areas of responsibility with a number of less 
visible roles and responsbilities that must be shared by the team; (3) the 
majority of the respondents were able to identify the major role/responsibilities 
of the co-principals, but had difficulty with the less visible roles/responsibilities; 
(4) the co-principalship has a number of strengths and weaknesses; (5) a 
majority of the subgroups who participated in this study preferred having one 
principal over having co-principals; and (6) weaknesses of the co-principalship 
can be reduced through a number of strategies. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
BACKGROUND QE THE PROBLEM 
Educational leadership, especially at the school level, has become increasingly more 
comprehensive and complex. No matter how expanded the duties, roles and 
responsibilities become, the public and legislators expect a high level of performance from 
school-level administrators. In addition, principals must respond to boards of education, 
superintendents, teachers, students and parents. Shockley and Smith (1981) described the 
principalship as follows: 
Today's American school principalship is a job of 
vast dimensions. Principals count among their manifold 
tasks the duties and responsibilities of instructional leader, 
building level supervisor, school treasurer and accountant, 
transportation coordinator, cafeteria manager, purchasing 
director, and building manager. Each of these areas has its 
own sublist of responsibilities that would give any business 
student a thesis topic in trying to design an organizational 
chart detailing the functions of a school principal (p.90). 
The principal's responsibilities fall into two major categories: administration and 
instruction. 
Shockley and Smith (1981) reminded us that the evolution of the principal's role 
continues and that the 
dilemma that the school principalship faces has been 
emerging for some time. As the successor to the head 
teacher in the little red school house, today's principal has 
seen most of the job's growth occur not in instructional or 
supervisory areas but in ~dministrative duties tied to school 
operations. Principals have become managers, proprietors 
of small to medium size businesses, and unfonunately, the 
instructional side of the job has been slighted (p. 90). 
Is it fair or even reasonable to expect today's principals to perform instructional and 
administrative tasks equally well? Goodlad (1984) contended that 
It is naive and arrogant to assume that principals. 
who may or may not have been effective teachers, can 
acquire and maintain a higher level of teaching expertise than 
teachers engaged in teaching as a full-time occupation. The 
concept becomes particularly absurd at the secondary level, 
where presumably the principal who has attended some 
special institutes on teaching, necessarily for shon periods of 
time, will have acquired teaching competence beyond that of 
the teachers of each of the diverse subjects (p. 303). 
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Organizational members and constituents also have their perceptions of what the 
principal should do and be. These can add pressure to an already stress-filled job. Each 
group holds its own notions of how the principal should function. Sergiovanni and Carver 
(1980) cited these perceptions: 
Teachers think the principal exists to suppon them 
against pupils, parents, other administrators, and the board 
of education. Central office administrators 'know' that the 
principal was installed to ensure that teachers perform 
effective teaching-learning activities, satisfy parents, and 
control pupils. Parents are certain that the principal protects 
pupils, controls teachers, and fights central office 
bureaucracy. Finally. pupils increasingly suspect that the 
principal imposes illegitimate demands on them, at the same 
time offering some recourse against unsatisfactory teachers 
(p. 208). 
Expectations are certainly high for principals. "Principals frequently are expected to 
be all things to all people, to do all things and do them well" (Blumberg and Greenfield, 
1980, p.16). These types of expectations are no longer realistic in view of the range and 
depth of the role and its requirements. 
A few school systems have examined alternative administrative structures that 
would increase the proficiency with which the two major areas of reponsibilities are 
handled by principals. A vial:'Je alternative for some systems has been the use of dual 
leaders. Each leader is given responsibility for one domain - administration or instruction. 
The dual leaders support each other as they deal with the perceptions and expectations of 
organizational members and constituents. 
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In 1976-77, the High Point, North Carolina Superintendent and Board of Education 
made the decision to implement the co-principalship by assigning co-principals to each 
middle and high school. This action may have been their attempt to address the concern 
that Thurman (1969) had expressed just seven years earlier: 
The complexity of providing instructional leadership 
and carrying out the varied aspects of school management is 
such that no one individual can be expected to do everything 
in an adequate manner. It will avail little to develop 
innovative practices in curriculum unless similar advances 
are made in the instructional and managerial leadership areas 
(p. 783). 
This administrative structure has continued in High Point for over a decade. The 
researcher served as a co-principal in this system for three years. In the fall of 1987, a 
phase out of the co-principalship began in order to prepare for the possible merger of the 
three school systems in Guilford County, North Carolina- Greensboro City, Guilford 
County, and High Point City- into one system. 
STATEMENT OF THE PURPOSES 
This study will provide an assessment of the co-principalship as implemented in 
High Point, North Carolina. The purposes of the study are: 
1. (a) To present the circumstances surrounding the implementation of the co-
principalship and (b) To present the conceptual framework of the co-
principalship; 
2. To present the goals the co-principalship was expected to achieve; 
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3. To present the perceptions of the following groups as to the achievement of 
the goals of the co-principalship as implemented in High Point: 
a. School board members who were/or are on the school board during 
the co-principal period in High Point 
b. Superintendent(s) who served/or is serving during the co-principal 
period in High Point 
c. Cenrral office administrators who were/or are administrators in High 
Point during the co-principal period 
d. Persons who have served and/or are currently serving as co-
principals in High Point 
e. Teachers who have served and/or are serving in High Point schools 
which have co-principals; 
4. To present the perceptions of the groups noted above along with those of 
students and parents as to the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-
principals in High Point; 
5. To present the similarities/differences in perceptions of the groups noted in 
Point 4; and 
6. To present the strengths and/or weaknesses of the co-principalship as 
perceived by the groups noted in Point 3. 
RESEARCH METIIODOLOOY 
The research design selected was the post hoc, descriptive, case study. "The 
purpose of descriptive research is to describe current conditions without their being 
influenced by the investigator" (Sax, 1979, p.18). 
The methodologies used to collect data to suppon this study were the 
semistructured interview, the survey questionnaire and High Point Public School archival 
documents. 
Semistructured Interviews 
The semistructured interview schedule included pre-identified closed-form 
questions which allowed the researcher to get specific information and also open-form 
questions which gave the respondents an opportunity to make additional explanations or 
comments. The reliability and validity of the interview schedule and protocol were 
critiqued and confirmed in several different ways: 
1. The use of a panel of experts (names are found in Appendix A) 
2. · Simulated interview situations 
3. The use of one interviewer 
4. The use of the cassette recorder to record responses 
5. Knowledge based on prior study and theory 
The High Point Public School constituents interviewed were: 
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1. the immediate past High Point School Superintendent and High Point Board 
Members who were on the board in 1975-76 when the co-principalship was 
approved for implementation 
2. the current High Point School Superintendent and Board Members 
3. central office personnel, including associate superintendents, directors, and 
coordinators 
4. current and past co-principals Copies of the interview schedules used with 
the constituents listed above are in Appendix B. 
Structured Survey Questionnaires 
Structured survey questionnaires were used to collect data from selected students, 
parents, and teachers (see Appendix B). Questions addressed the roles, duties and 
responsibilities of the co-principals as defmed in the principal's evaluation instrument used 
in the High Point City School System. The validity and reliability of these three 
instruments were determined by: 
1. the use of a panel of experts (see Appendix A) 
2. a critique of the instruments by Dr. Rita O'Sullivan, an Assistant Professor 
of Educational Research at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
(UNCG) 
3. field testing the instruments 
4. knowledge based on prior study and theory 
The students surveyed included students in grades 9-12 attending Andrews and 
Central High Schools and students in grades 7-8 attending Ferndale Middle School. 
Students attending Griffin and Northeast Middle Schools were excluded from the survey 
because the co-principalship had been phased out in those schools. Sixth graders were 
eliminated because they had only attended a school with the co-principalship for 3 months 
when the survey was given. 
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A selected sample of students at the high school level was surveyed. In an effort to 
get a cross section of the student population, three English classes were selected on each 
grade level: above average, average, and below average. The sample from Andrews High 
was 291 students and from Central High, 301 students out of respective total populations at 
each school of 1100 and 1053. These sample sizes were determined by the dass loads of 
the selected classes. 
The total population of 202 seventh and 198 eighth graders at Ferndale Middle 
School was surveyed. 
A systematic sample of parents who had children attending Ferndale Middle, 
Andrews High or Central High Schools was mailed survey questionnaires. Every tenth 
parent was selected from the computer rosters for each of these schools. The total sample 
included 288 parents of a population of aoout 2880. 
The population of teachers surveyed included all teachers who were faculty 
members at the three middle schools and the two high schools during 1988-89. At Griffm 
and Northeast Middle Schools, teachers hired at the beginning of the phase out were not 
included. 
Archival Documents 
The following archival documents of the High Point Public Schools were reviewed 
and used: board minutes, co-principal job descriptions, and the Principal's Perfonnance 
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Appraisal Instrument. These documents served as guides in the development of the survey 
questionnaires and the interview schedules. Copies of these documents are in Appendix C. 
Data were analyzed and organized around strands of commonalities and differences 
in response to the expressed purposes of this study. Content analysis was applied to open-
ended interview questions. Combinations of expository writing, graphs, and/or tables 
were used to present the data in their final form. 
DEFINITION QE TERMS 
Due to differences in experiences and backgrounds, readers of this study may place 
varied interpretations on significant terms or phrases. To promote clarity and consistency, 
several terms are defmed: 
1 . Constituents - persons having relationships with the school system by 
providing or receiving services or sponsoring those who receive services. 
2. Co-principal - member of a school level administration team. 
3. Co-principalship - use of a school building level team composed of two or 
more members sharing equal authority. 
4. Dual leaders- two leaders sharing administrative responsibilities as equals; 
can be used interchangeably with co-principal. 
5. Head principal - the head of a school; used interchangeably with principal. 
6. Perception- an awareness or understanding of a concept or phenomenon 
based on personal experiences. 
7. Principal - the designated head of a school; may be used interchangeably 
with head principal. 
8. Teachers - professional group including classroom teachers as well as 
counselors and media specialists. 
LIMITATIONS 
1. Although this study focused on the co-principalship as implemented in the 
middle (6-8) and secondary (9-12) schools in High Point, Nonh Carolina, 
the literature search did not yield any information regarding the co-
principalship at the secondary (9-12) level. 
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2. The researcher relied on teachers to administer the questionnaire to students 
and to return the completed instruments. 
3. The researcher relied heavily on the memory of the school board members, 
the superintendent, and district and school level administrators serving at 
that time, to establish a description of the school disoict climate existing in 
1975-76. 
4. Results and conclusions obtained in this study can apply directly only to the 
High Point Public Schools, and can be generalized only to a limited degree 
to other co-principalships when they are implemented in settings with 
similar demographics. 
SIGl'\rrFICANCE OF THE STUPY 
Since the demands and expectations of the principalship are constantly expanding, it 
becomes a real dilemma as to whether one individual, the head principal, can successfully 
fulfill all that is required. 
The various reports addressing educational reform have focused primarily on 
curriculum, accountability, and teacher qualifications and certification. Until1987 only 
cursory attention was given to reform in administrative leadership in the educational setting. 
(However, the Effective Schools material from 1971-1988 has done this.) 
The literature provided little documentation of school systems practicing alternative 
approaches to the head principal administrative organization. This study will contribute 
additional information regarding the conditions that promoted the implementation and 
nurturance of an alternative approach (the co-principalship ); and the effectiveness of this 
approach in achieving stated educational goals. It will also lend insight to the use of dual 
leaders in education and, perhaps prompt additional exploration in this area. 
S!JMMARY 
The roles and responsibilities assigned to the principal are numerous and quite 
complex. Can and should a single head principal be expected to successfully fulfill all of 
the position's designated roles and responsibilities? 
A review of the literature helped illuminate the fact that a few systems have 
recognized the tremendous expectations of the principalship and have attempted to address 
the issue in a positive, innovative manner through the implementation of the co-
principalship. This administrative structure provides a framework within which to divide 
the duties equally among dual leaders. Strengths of co-principals can be used 
advantageously and weaknesses de-emphasized. 
Chapter Two contains an overview of the evolution of the principal's roles and 
responsibilities and an examination of dual leaders in education. Chapter 'Three describes 
the research design, procedures, populations/samples, and the instruments used in the 
study. Chapter Four reports the results of the data analysis. Findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations constitute Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER IT 
REVlEW QE RELATED LITERA TIJRE 
INTRODUCDON 
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Traditionally, one individual filling the role of principal would be responsible for 
school management and instructional leadership. Usually management tasks require 
immediate attention, so limited time and effort are devoted to curricular and instructional 
activities. Often the amount of time devoted to specific activities denotes the importance of 
these activities. Thus the significance of the curricular and instructional functions can be 
diminished. 
Principals often admit that they give instructional management less time because the 
nature of the job forces them to concentrate on noninstructional tasks, such as maintaining 
school stability and coping with the often competing interests of the central office, school 
faculty, parents, and others (Cuban, 1984). 
The significance of instructional leadership is recognized throughout the Effective 
Schools research, yet this role is often pushed into the background because of the urgency 
of administrative tasks. Most often this research depicts the building principal as the key 
person providing instructional leadership to the school and presents many examples of the 
activities: assessment of program needs, coordination of the school program, and selection 
and evaluation of teaching staff (Robinson, 1985). 
An alternative to the traditional approach to administrative leadership is the use of 
dual leaders. This concept provides for the division of the principal's role into two 
domains: administrative or governance and curriculum and instruction. Co-principals are 
then each responsible for one domain. 
11 
After a brief presentation of the types of literature that were used, the following 
topics were explored: 1) the evolution of the principal's roles and responsibilities; 2) dual 
leaders as an alternative approach to educational leadership at the school level; and 3) 
alternatives other than dual leaders. 
In addition to books addressing administrative leadership in the school setting, the 
following types of literature were reviewed: (1) the professional-normative, (2) the 
scholarly-normative, and (3) the scholarly-descriptive. Practicing educational 
administrators and executives of associations of administrators produce the professional-
normative body of literature, usually through journals ii.Lld various types of internal 
publications such as newsletters or updates (Boyan, 1982) 
The second type of literature, the scholarly-normative, is produced by professors of 
educational administration who prepare practiuoners and serve as consultants; along with 
those who devote a great deal of time to research and scholarship. Their work appears in 
special repons, journals, and in collections of essays (Boyan, 1982). 
Scholarly-descriptive literature, the third type, is produced by professors of 
educational administration directly, and indirectly, through their graduate students. The 
greatest volume, however, is produced by doctoral candidates and usually found in 
journals and monographs (Boyan, 1982). 
EVOLUTION OF PRINCIPAL'S ROLES AND RESPONSIBILmES 
The role of the school principal as we know it today can be traced to its present 
development from around the middle of the nineteenth century. The essential features of 
the principalship were established by the turn of the twentieth century and have not changed 
in a substantial way since that time (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980, p.lO). 
While the duties and responsibilities have continued to grow and increase in 
complexity, the expectation that principals serve the twin functions of providing 
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instructional leadership and managing school affairs had been rooted fumly in the minds of 
school superintendents and school board members by the early 1900s, particularly in 
America's larger cities (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980, p.10). 
The position of the principal has evolved over the 
years from position of head teacher to a greatly enhanced 
position as an educational leader with administrative line 
responsibility from the superintendent and the board (Wiles 
and Bondi, 1983, 127). 
The initial role and responsibilities 0f the principal teacher have grown in 
complexity and in the number of responsibilities that principals must handle. Wood, 
Nicholson and Findley (1979) found that 
The local school principal was the first administrative 
position to evolve in the United States. The Massachusetts 
law of 1647 required that secondary schools be provided in 
towns of one hundred families. While these schools were 
not staffed wiLli a person called "principal," they did provide 
a base for public recognition of the need for secondary 
education and its management (p.1 ). 
Brubaker and Simon (1986) offered the following conceptual frameworks to depict 
the evolutionary phases of the principalship: 
1. The principal teacher (1647- 1850) 
2. The principal as General Manager (1850 -1920) 
3. The principal as Professional and Scientific Manager (1920- 1970) 
4. The Principal as Administrator and Instructional Leader (1970- present) 
5. The Principal as Curriculum Leader (Present- sometime in the future) (p.4) 
These evolutionary phases represent persistent and gradual change in scope and 
responsibilities. "Early schools needed no principal. The teacher taught all grades, filled 
out reports to the board, kept up the school grounds, and disciplined unruly students". 
13 
(Wiles and Boncii, 1980, p. 126) The growth of attendance areas brought about the 
assignment of a "head teacher" to act for the board in a quasi-administrative capacity (Wiles 
and Bondi, 1980,). 
Initially, when it became necessary to designate a person to be 'in charge', the 
person was called the principal teacher. The principal teacher was primarily a teacher 
assigned limited clerical and administrative duties. This was not a professional position as 
the principal is considered today. As populations grew and urbanization occurred, 
administrative responsibilities increased. These changes moved the principal teacher into 
the general manager's role. The general manager was expected to oversee all aspects of the 
school as well as to supervise and work with minimally qualified teachers (Brubaker and 
Simon, 1986). 
The era of the principal as professional and "scientific" manager turned attention to 
the special qualifications a."ld training needed by those who would fill the principal's role. 
The recognition that the principal must be able to move easily between two roles, one 
bureaucratic and one as instructional leader and colleague led to the concept of the principal 
as administrator and instructional leader. Finally, the present conception of the principal as 
curriculum leader finds the principal more involved in giving leadership to establishing 
learning settings for students and adults in schools (Brubaker and Simon, 1986). 
Even though there is realization and general acceptance that curriculum and 
instruction are imponant functions for educational administrators, there hasn't been 
significant exploration into alternative administrative structures that may provide the 
emphasis that both roles require without expecting too much of one individual - the single 
head principal. Though the principal's roles and responsibilities have been described and/or 
delineated in a number of different ways, Lipham and Hoeh (1974) noted that there is still 
disagreement concerning the nature and boundaries of the major functional categories of the 
principal's role. They further stated that "there is also disagreement over the relative 
importance of the role categories" (p.10). 
A survey of some of the historical descriptions of roles and responsibilities 
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assigned to principals points out the extensiveness of the various tasks and the need for 
additional administrative personnel. For instance, Lipham and Hoeh, Jr. (1974) grouped 
these tasks into five categories: (1) instructional program, (2) staff personnel, (3) student 
personnel, (4) financial and physical resources, and (5) school-comnmnity relationships (p. 
10). 
In other instances, specific role expectations for the princip::U are outlined along 
with duties and responsibilities. Principals assume many roles as they structure positive 
interrelationships among individuals and groups to foster change and harness human 
reso!ll"Ces in carrying out the educational mission of the school. Some of the roles they 
must fill proficiently and effectively are: educational planner, decision maker, and selector 
and evaluator of school personnel. In addition, they must assume the following duties and 
responsibilities: staff and curriculum improvement, student personnel services, 
maintenance of student discipline, maintenance of the school plant, preparation of the 
school schedule, instructional leadership, and maintenance of relationships with parents 
and community (Wiles and Bondi, 1980). 
Dellinger ( 1981) addressed the major role categories of the principal in her book 
North Carolina School Law: The Principal's Role. These categories reflect the essence of 
the principal's role as it relates to North Carolina School Law: 
1. Student welfare- attendance, health and safety, access to records, 
identifying neglect or abuse by parents 
2. Student discipline - regulating student expression, corporal punishment, 
suspension, expulsion, etc. 
3. Supervisor - hiring, dismissal, assignment of duties, evaluation, personnel 
records 
4. Finance - budgeting process, fmancial accountability 
5. Property - preventing flres, preventing damage, keeping premises in safe 
condition, etc. 
6. Transportation - buses, drivers, bus routes, passenger assignment, safety 
laws and regulations and accident compensation (pp. iii- iv) 
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A fmal description of the roles and responsibilities of the principal to be presented 
here is taken from Blumberg and Greenfield (1980). They presented Roe and Drake's 
(1974) two major emphases which illustrate a demarcation that could be used for 
establishing specific responsibilities for dual principals. The two emphases are as follows: 
Administrative- Managerial Emphasis 
1. Maintaining adequate school records of all types 
2. Preparing reports for the central office and other agencies 
3. Budget development and budget control 
4. Personnel administration 
5. Student discipline 
6. Scheduling and maintaining a schedule 
7. Building administration 
8. Administering supplies and equipment 
9. Pupil accounting 
1 0. Monitoring programs and instructional processes prescribed by the central office (p. 
18) 
Educational Leadership Emphasis 
1. Stimulate and motivate staff to maximum performance 
2. Develop with staff a realistic and objective system of ac~ountability for learning (as 
contrasted to merely monitoring programs and instructional processes in input terms 
as prescribed by the central office) 
3. Develop cooperatively operable assessment procedures for on-going programs to 
identify and suggest alternatives for improving weak areas 
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4. Work with staff in developing and implementing the evaluation of the staff 
5. Work with staff in formulating plans for evaluating and reponing student progress 
6. Provide channels for the involvement of the community in the operation of the 
school 
7. Encourage continuous study of curricular and instructional innovations 
8. Provide leadcrsr.ip to students in helping them to develop a meaningful but 
responsible student government 
9. Establish a professional learning resources center and expedite its use (p. 18) 
DUAL LEADERS IN EDUCATION 
The conceptual framework given above represents one way that the duties and 
responsibilities of the principal can be divided for dual leaders. School systems utilizing 
dual leaders divide duties and responsibilities in a way that's unique and responsive to their 
systems' needs. From this division, job descriptions can be developed. In many 
instan~es, there are roles and responsibilities that are specific to each of the leader and 
others that must be shared. 
The results of the literature review on dual leaders is presented in the following 
categories: (1) co-principals serving simultaneously; (2) co-principals serving alternately 
on a 50-50 time basis; (3) three co-principals - one administrative and two instructional; and 
(4) a complete replacement of the principal's role with a coordinator of learning and a 
coordinator of administration. 
The issues of delineating responsibilities, keeping the bureacratic structure lean, and 
decentralizing the principalship have led to the concept to separate the administration from 
the instructional functions. This concept is called the co-principalship (Schockley and 
Smith, 1981). 
Co-Principals Serving Simultaneouslv 
This conceptual framework, adopted by several school systems, involves dual 
principals who are co-equals. In some settings, one serves as the principal for 
administration and one as principal for instruction. In other settings, there is a greater 
mixing of duties and responsibilities between the two. 
Korba (1982) stated that the co-principalship "forces the balancing of 
accountabilities in terms of the overall system goals" (p. 58). The principal for 
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administration attends to and is accountable for resource allocation and the principal for 
instruction attends to and is accountable for goal attainment. Under the traditional approach, 
principals "attend to whatever dimensions the reward system emphasizes. The problem 
becomes even more acute when conflicting demands come from each dimension" (Korba, 
1982, pp. 58-59). So for accountability and proficiency, it makes sense to separate two 
often - competing accountabilities - administration and instruction (Korba, 1982). 
The co-principalship is/has been utilized in the following locations: 
California 
*Lompoc Valley Schools- 1980-
Colorado 
*Jefferson County Schools - 1984-1985 
North Carolina 
Asheville City Schools - 1978-
* Camp LeJeune Dependents' Schools- 1973-1975 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro Schools - 1982-1986 
** High Point Public Schools- 1976-
Rocky Mount City Schools - 1983-1984 
Thomasville City Schools - 1982-
West Virginia 
* Mineral County Schools - 1976-
* Putnam County Schools - 1979-
* Systems that will be addressed descriptively in this study. 
** The System that is the focus of this case study. 
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The High Point Public School System is the focus of this research project, but 
school systems designated with an asterisk (see above) are addressed descriptively in this 
study. The remaining systems have not been written up in the literature but copies of their 
job descriptions for the co-principals are found in Appendix C. 
The Camp Lejeune Dependents' School System, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, in 
a cooperative effort wiLl, the School of Education, University of North Carolina at 
Greer.sboro initiated a Cooperative Model School in the spring Of 1973. The organizational 
structure of this school was changed to provide opportunities for increased teacher 
participation in professional type decision-making in the areas of curriculum and instruction 
(Sloan, 1975). 
Before the beginning of this project the school was headed by one full time 
principal. The organizational structure was changed to include a Director of Academic 
Affairs, and a Director of Administrative Services. The responsibility for the overall 
operation of the school was shared by the two Directors (Sloan, 1975). 
The Director of Administrative Services was responsible for management of the 
school operation. Some of the specific duties included: 
student discipline 
maintenance of transportation 
cleanliness of the building 
The Director of Academic Affairs also called the Senior Instructional Leader was 
responsible for all matters pertaining to curriculum and instruction. Some of the specific 
responsibilities were: 
working with other school personnel as they related to the academic program 
observing classes 
screening requisitions for supplies 
conducting curriculum and ins011ction meetings (Sloan, 1975). 
There was continuous conflict between the Director of Administrative Services and 
the Director of Academic Affairs due mainly to a feeling of 'turfdom' on the part of the 
Director of Administrative Services who had been the former full time principal at the 
school. This conflict caused uncertainty and doubt among staff. According to Sloan 
(1975), 
The conflict pointed to the need in such organizational 
arrangements to ensure compatability of personality and 
philosophy within the persons assigned as administrators. 
(p. 96) 
In Apri11974 a new Director of Administrative Services was appointed and the 
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former one was moved to another location. This had a very positive effect on the operation 
of the Cooperative Model School. They were able to flnish the school year with some 
optimism about the new endeavor. 
Winfield Middle School, Putnam County, West Virginia initiated the co-principal 
model in 1979-80. This is a 6-8 school with 400 students. In 1981 when Shockley, Smith 
and McCrum wrote the article, "The Co-Principal Concept: An Innovative Approach to the 
Middle School", there were 24 professional staff members, two aides, six service 
personnel and two co-principals - one for administration and one for instruction. The two 
members of the administrative team "serve as equal partners in the school's operation with 
clearly delineated responsibilities" (Shockley and Smith, 1981, p. 91). 
The principal for administration serves as school manager and has the following 
responsibilities: school treasurer, financial accounting, purchasing and receiving, property 
control, school plant, building payroll, custodial services, food services, facility 
scheduling, intramural coordinator/athletic director, health and safety, transportation 
coordinator, support services, general supervision, office coordinator and equipment 
utilization (Shockley and Smith, 1981). 
The principal for instruction functions as the instructional leader and is directly 
responsible for: team coordination, curriculum design, student scheduling, discipline, 
attendance, the state and county testing program, educational program planning, 
professional staff evaluation, and staff development/continuing education program 
(Shockley and Smith, 1981 ). 
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The c<rprincipals share joint responsibility for the development of the total school 
concept; state, county and school policy; staff morale; student supervision; and fund raising 
(Shockley and Smith, 1981). 
The adrninistrative plan (see Fig.1) of the co-principalship as implemented in 
Putnam County, West Virginia (Shockley and Smith, 1981) is very similar to the co-
principalship in High Point, Nonh Carolina. The major differences occur in the delineation 
and assignment of responsibilities to each of the co-principals. 
The co-principalship as implemented at Lompoc Valley (California) Middle School 
has functioned successfully since 1980. The co-principals were assigned as a new team to 
take the administrative helm of the largest of three middle schools in Lompoc Valley. One 
was a former elementary principal and the other was a former high school assistant 
principal (Yates and Leek, 1982). 
The middle school concept and the co-principalship were implemented at the same 
time. Realizing that the community knew very little about either of these changes, Yates 
and Leek, the co-principals, made the decision to become "public relations specialists 
overnight, meeting with community and parent groups to allay their fears and convey clear, 
definite ideas about curriculum, program and organization" (Yates and Leek, 1980, p. 22). 
Yates and Leek were not assigned job descriptions but worked out their 
responsibilities between the two of them using their individual backgrounds and strengths 
as criteria. In addition, they agreed "to evaluate the division of duties annually and modify 
them if necessary" (Yates and Leek, 1982). 
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Figure 1. Administrative plan for Winfield Middle School, Putnam County, West Virginia 
PRINCIPAL 
FOR 
ADMINISTRA T!ON 
ACCOU!';T ABILITY: 
School Treasurer 
Financial Accounting 
Purchasing and Receiving 
Property Control 
School Plant 
Building Payroll 
Custodial Services 
Food Services 
Facility Scheduling 
Office Coordinator 
Equipment Utilization 
Transportation Coordinator 
Suppon Services 
General Supervision 
Intramural Coordinator/ 
Athletic Director 
PRINCIPAL 
FOR 
INSTRUCTION 
TOTAL SCHOOL CONCEPT 
ACCOU!'ITABILITY: 
Instructional Leader 
Team Coordinator 
Curriculum Design 
Student Scheduling 
Discipline 
Attendance 
State and County Testing 
Program 
Educational Program Planning 
Professional Staff Evaluation 
Staff Development/Continuing 
Education Program 
JOINT RESPONSIBILITY 
Development of Total School Concept 
State, County and School Policy 
Staff Morale 
Student Supervision 
Fund raising 
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Sonja Yates, the co-principal with elementary experience took charge of the 
following instructional responsibilities: the core and self-contained programs, along with 
English, reading, foreign language, and applied arts. She evaluated and appraised the 
professional development of teachers within the previously named academic areas. Robert 
Leek, the other co-principal with experience as an assistant principal was assigned the 
following duties: mathematics, social science, physical education, and fine arts. He 
evaluated and appraised the professional development of teachers within these areas (Yates 
and Leek, 1982). 
Special education, student discipline, classroom observations, public relations and 
interviewing and selecting staff were shared as joint responsibilities by both co-principals. 
Additional administrative duties were divided. One co-principal took care of office 
routines, teacher duty, yearbooks and supervising noon hours. The other assumed 
responsibility for student and teacher handbooks, the alternative classroom and student 
activities (Yates and Leek, 1982). 
Another dilemma handled by Yates and Leek was how to share, divide and 
coordinate decision making. They agreed 1) to meet formally one or two hours per week to 
review current school issues; 2) to respect the expertise and experience of each other, 3) to 
be willing to modify a decision or compromise; 4) to communicate decisions to staff 
members together; and 5) not to change a decision without consulting the other. (Yates and 
Leek, 1982) 
The following statement, albeit a self appraisal of their own work, sums up the way 
Yates and Leek (1982) answered the question, can the co-principalship work? 
Yes! We have found working in a co-principalship a 
professional and personal growth experience - an experience 
in listening, mediating, negotiating, compromising, and 
evaluating. Our success has been endorsed by parents, 
students, staff, the board, and the community. (p. 23) 
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Co-Principals Serving Altematelv 
A second conceptual framework of dual leadership was having co-principals serve 
alternatively on a 50-50 time basis. This concept placed each co-principal on the job for 
two months and off for two months in an alternating pattern. This framework was 
implemented for one year (1984-85) at the Normandy Elementary School, Jefferson 
County, Colorado. Gordon and Meadows (1986) shared their experiences as co-principals 
in an article, "Sharing a Principalship: When Two Heads are Better Than One." 
Gordon, the principal, and Meadows, the assistant principal agreed to share the 
principalship when declining enrollment dictated the removal of the assistant principal. 
They were able, through their written proposal, to convince the district administration that 
sharing the principalship was a viable alternative and that they could implement it 
successfully. 
The proposal placed each principal on the job for two months, then off two 
months, with two overlap days at each changeover when both administrators 
would work together. It listed the following advantages. 
- Two managers will bring twice the skills, experience, and professional contacts 
to the school, and will be twice as creative in solving problems. 
- The school will benefit from the high-level energy of an administrator at all 
times, with no periods of exhaustion and burnout. 
- Two administrators will work better than one as mistake detectors. 
- Each administrator will be able to spend total time on the job with no time off for 
routine dental and medical appointments and personal business that could be 
attended to during time off. 
- The shared principalship would permit two administrators to pursue graduate 
degrees and enhance their professional growth. 
- There would be available at all times a principal totally familiar with the school 
operation, community, staff, and students. 
- The administrative resources of other schools would not be expended to cover 
the school during absences of the principal. 
]- Team administration would be congruent with the school's philosophy, which 
incorporates team teaching. 
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- The plan would be economical, with each administrator receiving half-salary and 
full benefit. (Gordon and Meadows, 1986, pp. 27-28) 
To be completely fair in their assessment of the administrative change, Gordon and 
Meadows (1981) also listed a potential disadvantage- and a plan for counteracting it: 
Continuity of action, as well as relationships with 
staff, students, and community, will be more difficult to 
maintain under the two-principal plan. For this reason, the 
two principals will develop goals and objectives jointly, will 
do detailed planning for the year, will hold bimonthly 
conferences, will both be available during overlap days 
between administrator changeovers, and will maintain 
constant and open communication. (p. 28) 
As the two reviewed their successful sharing of the principalship, they attributed it 
to mutual trust. They respected each other's skills and decisions, and developed mutual 
philosophies and values. The school's educational excellence did not suffer because 
Normandy School was named, shonly after the co-principal year ended, as one of the two 
best elementary schools among the 77 in Jefferson County, and one of the ten best in the 
state of Colorado (Gordon and Meadows, 1986). 
Three Co-Principals Serving Simultaneously 
This administrative plan (see Fig. 2) involves employing three co-principals - one 
administrative and two instructional (Shockley, Smith, and McCrum, 1981). This concept 
is being practiced at Keyser Primary/Middle School, Mineral County, West Virginia, and is 
discussed in an article, "The Co-Principal Concept: An Innovative Approach to the Middle 
School" by Shockley, Smith and McCrum, (1981). Keyser is a K-8 complex with more 
than 1,400 students. There are 90 professionals, ten aides for instruction and 22 service 
personnel (Shockley, Smith, and McCrum, 1981,). 
The administrative team, established in 1976, is composed of three co-principals 
who have specific duties "designed to complement instruction through daily operation". 
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Figure 2. Administrative plan for Keyser Primary/Middle School, Mineral County, West 
Virginia 
Primary School 
Principal 
Control of: 
Curriculum 
Instruction 
Student Scheduling 
Discipline 
Attendance 
O!Jservation 
Educational Program 
Planning 
Professional 
Evaluations 
Staff Payrolls 
Para-Professional 
Evaluations 
Instructional Fee Use 
Kindergarten Concerns 
Administrative 
Principal 
Routine Operating Procedures 
Control of: 
Financial Accounting and Records 
Purchasing and Receiving 
Distribution 
Inventory 
Suppon Services Payroll 
Custodial Services 
Food Services 
Facility Scheduling 
Equipment Requests 
Health/Safety Regulations 
Care of Facilities/Grounds 
Administrative Team 
"Joint responsibility" 
State, County and School policy 
Enrichment Activities 
PTA Fund Raising 
Employee Morale 
Student Supervision 
Development of Total School Concept 
Middle School 
Principal 
Control of: 
Curriculum 
Instruction 
Student Scheduling 
Discipline 
Attendance 
Observation 
Educational Program 
Planning 
Professional 
Evaluations 
Staff Payrolls 
Para-Professional 
Evaluations 
Instructional Fee Use 
Intramural Program 
(Shockley, et al., 1981, p.21.) One instructional co-principal oversees the elementary 
division and the other the middle school division. The third co-principal oversees the 
administrative duties for both divisions. 
Shockley, Smith, and McCrum (1981) presented the following strengths, 
weaknesses and recommendations based on the co-principals implemented in West 
Virginia: 
Strengths 
- more frequent classroom and team planning visitations, 
- improved inservice and professional development, 
- improved internal and external school communication, 
- improved horizontal and vertical curriculum articulation, 
- improved student behavior, and 
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- utilizing strengths and minimizing weaknesses of the administrative staff. (p. 22) 
Weaknesses 
- A danger that professionals involved are not personally and philosophically 
compatible; 
- Principals may clash regarding overlapping areas; and 
- Teachers and other personnel may be confused when principal assistance is 
needed with a problem which falls in a dual area of responsibility. (p. 22) 
Recommendations 
- Job descriptions should be specifically defined and delineated. 
- Principals should be carefully selected in terms of their personalities and 
professional abilities. 
- A central office mediator should intervene quickly if conflicts cannot be agreed 
upon at the school level. 
- An evaluation mcxiel should be established. (p. 23) 
Replacement of the Principal's Role 
A fourth and final framework (see Fig. 3) discussed here proposes a complete 
replacement of the principal's role with a Coordinator of Learning and a Coordinator of 
Administrative Services. This concept would free the Coordinator of Learning from 
administrative tasks so quality time could be spent on the task of improving the teaching-
learning process. A teacher could move into this position without additional study, thus 
Figure 3. Proposed functions and responsibilities of the coordinators of learning and 
administrative services 
Assistant Supt./Instruction Assistant Supt./Business 
SCHOOL A 
Coordinator of Learning; 
1. Is responsible for 
instructional leadership 
2. Assists in planning continuing 
education program 
3. Assists in selecting teachers 
4. Assists in relating program 
a. to objectives of the school system 
b. to local community 
5. Encourages innovation and 
experimentation on pan of teachers 
6. Meets with parents to discuss and 
describe the program 
7. Helps teachers develop more effective 
teacher-learning situations 
8. Helps teachers deal with problems 
of pupil control and discipline 
9. Aids teachers in effective use of 
instructional media and materials 
1 0. Arranges for consultants to assist 
teachers 
11. Works with other Coordinators of 
Learning, supervisors, and other 
staff members to relate program to 
the overall system program 
12. Works with Coordinator of 
Administrative Services to provide 
smooth operation of lunchroom, 
secretarial services, use of resources, 
etc. 
Coordinator of 
Administrative Services 
1. Supervises non-instructional 
personnel such as secretaries. 
custodians, food service staff 
2. Supervises transportation of 
students 
3. Supervises buildings, grounds, 
and storage 
4. Handles requisitions of 
supplies and materials 
5. Maintains necessary records 
such as attendance of students 
and staff 
6. Is responsible for fiscal 
operation of the school 
7. Works with the public in 
community use of facilities 
8. Works closely with the 
Coordinator of Learning in 
recommending needs to be in-
cluded in school budgets to 
the person in charge of 
system-wide business matters 
9. Can be approached by teachers 
directly without going through 
the Coordinator of Learning 
except for requisition of 
supplies and materials 
10. Works with Coordinator of 
Learning to provide smooth 
operation of lunchroom, 
secretarial services, use of 
resources, etc. 
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providing another avenue for professional progression. The Coordinator of Learning 
would not be an administrator, but rather a facilitator whose primary function would be to 
create a climate in "which teachers can experiment and develop creative approaches to 
learning" (Thurman, 1969, p. 782). 
The Coordinator of Administrative Services would be responsible for the 
managerial functions, such as the work of the secretaries, custodians, and other suppon 
personnel. The main task would be to "bring to bear those personnel and physical facilities 
necessary for supponing an adequate instructional program" (fhurman, 1969, p.21). This 
position provides additional opportunities for educators with backgrounds in business 
administration and management. 
Thurman (1969) has been criticized on his proposal. W. Ray Cross (1969), 
Associate Professor, University of Minnesota, responded to Thurman in the article, "The 
Principal Must be Replaced: A Reply". Cross (1969) delineated three key issues: 
1. Principals are more knowledgeable in the areas of curriculum and of instruction 
than Thurman seems to imply; 
2. Thurman has inaccurately perceived the pattern of knowledge and skills 
required for instructional leadership; and 
3. Thurman has either proposed nothing new or he has offered an administratively 
unsound staffing arrangement. (p. 299) 
AL TERt'l'A TIVES OTHER 11-IAN DUAL LEADERS 
A decade ago the view that maybe principals are not and never have been maximally 
effective instructional leaders was stated by Fallon (1979). He further suggested that 
principals do not receive the specific education and training in their academic work to equip 
them to be instructional leaders. Fallon (1979) did not view instructional leadership as 
being administrative in nature and thought it would require a principal in a comprehensive 
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high school "to function as an expert in 25 to 50 or more different subject areas, many of 
which are taught at several levels" (p. 67). 
Fallon (1979) also felt that 
principals could be instructional leaders, but not in addition 
to their preoccupation with schedules, irate parents, drug 
problems, litigation, dress codes, vandalism, building 
ventilation, custodial supervision, out-of-order bell systems, 
the activity program. athletics, and all the rest (p. 70) 
His answer to this dilemma was to "one day give teachers a prime role and the 
accompanying accountability for the planning and implementation of quality instruction" (p, 
70). 
An opposite point of view was presented by Weldy (1979) in the NASSP 
Bulletin: 
In theory and fact, in position and function, the 
principal is indeed the instructional leader of the school. 
Principals really have no choice. In this period of declining 
student achievement, wavering public confidence in schools, 
and demands for financial accountability, principals must 
furnish instructional leadership whether they want to or not. 
If they don't know how, they must learn. If they don't have 
time, they must find it. (p. 72) 
Principals can address instructional accountability by making it a staff concern and 
not an administrative one. This is done by involving teachers and supervisors and students 
in the planning and implementation of the instructional program (Bonner, 1979). 
Even though Korba (1982) supported the concept of co-principals or two bosses, 
he recognized the limitations of this structure when he stated: 
Clearly, the co-principal plan seems a logical way to 
ensure that both sets of accountabilities (resource allocation 
and goal attainment) have designated advocates; however, 
this particular plan may well be the most difficult to 
implement. (p. 61) 
Some possible organizational designs in addition to the co-principalship were 
offered by Korba (1982): 
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-Retain the single principal, but make him/her directly responsible to both an 
assistant or associate superintendent for administration and an assistant or associate 
superintendent for instruction; 
-Have a director of administration and a director of instruction in each high school 
and a principal who is responsible to both; 
-Implement the co-principal concept and, by expanding the role of department 
heads, make them directly responsible to each of the co-principals and make the 
teachers responsible to their respective deparunent heads; 
-Have a single principal to whom department heads would report. The department 
heads would be responsible for managing the goal attainment or learning 
dimension and a grade level supervisor would be responsible for the resource 
allocation dimension; 
-Make department heads responsible for resource allocation or teaching dimension 
and a supervisor for each of the programs (honors, college preparatory. business. 
vocational, etc.) would be responsible for managing the goal attainment or learning 
dimension. 
Goodlad (1984) also presented a counterproposal to the one that principals 
themselves should be the instructional leaders in schools. Instructional leadership, in his 
opinion, was the responsiblility of head teachers. These teachers should have highly 
successful teaching experience coupled with a doctorate in the field. The head techers 
would teach part time. In addition, they would serve as role models to fellow teachers, 
provide inservice assistance, diagnose learning problems, and head teaching teams made up 
of qualified full- and part-time teachers, neophytes in teacher preparation programs, and 
aides. 
Goodlad (1984) supported his counterproposal with several reasons: First, the 
management aspects and the planning processes are full-time jobs and so is the job of being 
both the role model for and the monitor of all teaching in the school. One or the other is 
bound to suffer when both are assumed by the principal. Second, it should not be assumed 
that principals can acquire and maintain a higher level of teaching expertise than teachers 
engaged in teaching as a full-time occupation. And third, establishing a bond of trust 
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between the principal and teachers is difficult if the principal is both evaluator and judge of 
teacher performance. 
Another avenue that principals can employ in order to enhance their instructional 
leadership is to use effective teachers. A principal can organize a cadre of master teachers, 
reduce their teaching loads and give them additional responsibilities dealing with 
instructional improvement. According to Schaffarzick (1984), master teachers may be 
asked to do the following in support of instructional improvement: 
-Observe and assist other teachers: Serve as mentors to beginning teachers, 
teachers who are experiencing difficulty, or student teachers. 
-Train other teachers: Teach demonstration lessons so others can observe and learn 
and critique others' teaching in the manner of an academic coach. 
-Direct instructional development projects: Take a leadership role in developing 
and/or implementing new instructional programs. 
-Evaluate other teachers' performance: Assist the principal in the process of teacher 
evaluation in a specific department, much as department chairpersons now do in 
some school districts (p.19). 
Having argued that "it is unlikely that adequate instructional leadership could be 
exened by even the most talented administrators working alone," Greenfield (1987, p. 119) 
set fonh three main options for assuring that instructional leadership is exened in a school: 
-To import leadership - make use of district specialists, trainers, and consultants. 
-The principal can supply leadership directly by supervising and evaluating 
teachers, in leading faculty work groups, or in supplying human and material 
support necessary for an innovation. 
-The principal can organize the staff to provide leadership for each other, as in 
cultivating department heads as leaders, organizing peer coaching among teachers, 
or promoting teacher-led curricular reform (pp. 119-121 ). 
Two initiatives in the state of Nonh Carolina that recognize the leadership potential 
of teachers and the contributions they can make to the instructional program are the Career 
Development Pilot Program and the Lead Teacher Project. 
The Career Development Pilot Program was authorized in 198'i h~ tl,e North 
Carolina General Assembly and is cited in North Carolina Statute 115c-363. The extra 
responsibilities of participants in this Pilot include: 
-mentors 
-grade-level chairmen 
- supervisors of student teachers 
- chairmen of school based assistance teams 
-school-based staff development coordinators 
- implementation of special school projects 
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- employment beyond the normal school year (taught in summer school, developed 
instructional units and materials, and planned and implemented staff training 
activities) (Publication from the State Department of Public Instruction-
December, 1988). 
From a memorandum (January 5, 1989) from the State Board of Education to 
members of the General Assembly, the following exerpt was taken: 
The State Board of Education officially adopted a set 
of recommendations to the NC General Assembly which 
described the type of Career Development Program that 
needs to be made available to all teachers and administrators 
in our own public schools. Urging strongly that the General 
Assembly adopt the proposals during the upcoming 
legislative session. 
The Lead Teacher Project which is being piloted in three counties in North 
Carolina, also emphasizes the importance of teacher involvement in the instructional 
program of the school not just as classroom teachers, but as leaders, decision makers, 
observers of instruction and peer assistants to weaker and/or beginning teachers. 
SUMMARY 
Recognizing the responsibilities and roles the principals must assume and the 
expertise they must have at their disposal suggests that additional exploration of 
administrative structures should be undertaken. 
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This literature review first summarized the evolution of the principal's roles and 
responsibilites, emphasizing their quantity and complexity. Second, it presented 
descriptions of an alternative administrative concept- dual leaders. And third, it suggested 
some annroaches to administrative structure other than dual leaders that mav address the . . . 
issue of instructional leadership. 
The principal's role, duties, and responsibilities have evolved over a period of time. 
There are two major domains that must be given attention - administration and instruction. 
A great concern is whether or not one person should be expected to handle each of these 
roles in an efficient and effective manner, or are there other approaches that should be 
explored? 
Using dual leaders was suggested as one alternative for providing time and 
emphasis to each domain. Frequently these dual leaders were referred to as co-principals. 
Roles and responsibilities for co-principals were in some instances determined at the district 
level and in others, were decided upon and delineated by the co-principal team. The co-
principal teams varied in size from two to three members. 
Though the co-principalship was implemented in several locations, it did not remain 
an enduring change in some of these sites. Examining the strengths and weaknesses of this 
concept may give some clues as to its lack of endurance. Shockley, Smith, and McCrum 
(1981) summarized these as follows: 
Strengths 
More frequent classroom 
and team planning visitation 
Improved inservice and 
professional development 
Weaknesses 
A danger that professionals 
involved are not personally 
and philosophically compatible 
Principals may clash re-
garding overlapping areas 
Improved internal and 
external school 
communication 
Improved horizontal and 
vertical cuniculum articulation 
Improved student behavior 
Utilizing strengths and 
minimizing weaknesses of 
the administrative staff. 
(p. 23) 
Teachers and other 
personnel may be confused 
when principal assistance 
is needed with a problem 
which falls in a dual area 
of responsibility 
Even though the list of strengths is longer than the list of weaknesses, the 
weaknesses deal with interpersonal relationships and personnel being clear about the 
division of responsibilities. These two things can cause a great deal of stress and 
uncertainty in a system for the leaders themselves as well as the teachers, students, and 
parents. 
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There are other organizational structures that may address the need for special 
attention for instructional leadership. The alternatives presented here highlighted the fact 
that the principal does not have to be solely responsible or accountable for this function. In 
fact, the more capable the staff the less need for principal-directed instructional activities; 
but the more opportunity for collaborative efforts between principal and master teachers to 
improve the instructional program. 
This joint effort frees the principal to be a facilitator, a procurer of resources and 
materials, and a monitor who keeps all components in place and functioning properly. The 
involvement of teachers in this process also shifts the accountability so that it's shared by 
all involved and is no longer seen as the principal's responsibility. 
The principal who empowers teachers and involves them in the instructional 
decision-making apparatus can make use of diverse expertise eliminating the perception that 
he/she must be an expert in all areas. This does not, however, relieve the need for the 
principal to be knowledgeable about learning theory and good instruction. The staff can 
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and should be involved in program evaluation. but the principal is the ultimate evaluator of 
teacher performance and should be perceived as competent in the eyes of students and staff. 
The State of North Carolina has two initiatives that promote empowering effective 
teachers by giving them leadership roles in the instructional program. These initiatives are 
the Career Ladder Pilot Program (NC General Assembly) and the Lead Teacher Project 
(NC School Forum). 
At this point in educational history. the verdict is still out. There is no clear 
consensus that the concepts or models presented here are the approaches for the future. 
It is quite clear that these models and designs have distinct advantages and 
limitations just as the head principal concept does. Perhaps this is a good juncture at 
which educators can begin to weigh the pros and cons of the many possibilities and work 
toward strengthening those that show the greatest possibility for effectiveness in the fu~·.rre. 
In this pursuit, educators cannot become too focused on one concept or model. It may be 
that the most beneficial and adaptable approach has not surfaced yet. Whatever the model 
for the future, it must involve teachers in making critical decisions about instructional 
programming and improvement. 
The co-principal concept addressed the need for instructional leadership by 
designating a principal to be responsible for curriculum and instruction. This reduced the 
possibility that administrative tasks would interfere with the peformance of instructional 
duties. It also attached equal importance to the major domains of responsibility of the 
principalship - administration and curriculurn{mstruction. Even though effective teachers 
should have a more prominent role in instructional decision-making, there remains the need 
for a school-level administrator to lead in this endeavor. 
CHAPTER ill 
RESEARCH DESIGN Al'oTO MElliODOLOGY 
fli.'TRODUCTION 
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This research presented a case study of the ccrprincipalship as implemented in the 
public schools of High Point, North Carolina. Focal areas of this study included the 
conceptual framework undergirding the ccrprincipalship and the goals it was established to 
achieve. These historical data were collected from school system documents and 
interviews with the Superintendent and Board Members serving High Point in 1975-76, the 
year the school system implemented the co-principal concept. FUrther, the perceptions of 
seven subgroups associated with the co-principalship in High Point were also investigated. 
The subgroups included board members, superintendents, central office administrators, 
former/present ccrprincipals, teachers, students, and parents. Perceptions of these 
subgroups were determined through the use of survey questionnaires and semi-structured 
interviews. 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and procedures used to 
complete this study. The chapter is divided into six sections: (1) demographic data; (2) 
research design; (3) a description of the sample population; (4) methodologies (survey 
· questionnaires and interview schedules) used to collect data; (5) a description of procedures 
used in collecting data; and (6) the plan for analysis and presentation of data. 
DEMOORAPI-ITC DATA 
The co-principalship addressed in this study has been implemented in the 
middle schools (grades 6-8) and high schools (grades 9-12) of High Point, North 
Carolina. High Point is located in the Piedmont section of Nonh Carolina in the 
southwest corner of Guilford County. 
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The High Point Public School System is an urban system of 7,883 students in a 
city with a population of 68,000. The student population is closed to 50% white and 50% 
non-white with a high percentage of socio-economically deprived pupils. The student 
enrollment has declined from 10,895 (10-day enrollment) in 1976-77 when the co-
principalship was implemented to 7,833 (10-day enrollment) in 1988-89, the year of this 
study. 
In 1976-77 when the co-principalship was implemented, the system had one 
kinderganen center, 11 elementary schools (grades 1-6), three junior highs (grades 7 -9) 
and two high schools (grades 10-12). Currently the system has nine elementary schools 
(grades k-5), three middle schools (grades 6-8), two high schools (grades 9-12), and one 
alternative school (grades 6-12). 
In the fall of 1987, the co-principalship was phased out at Griffin and Nonheast 
:Middle Schools. Co-principals remain at Ferndale :Middle and at Andrews and Central High 
Schools. 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
The research design selected for this study was the post hoc, descriptive, case 
study. According to Cook and LaFleur (1975), "descriptive research entails the collection 
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of data that essentially describe, accurately and objectively, the way things really are." (p. 
51) 
In a case study, an educator makes an intensive 
investigation of a social unit- a person, family, group, social 
institution, or community. He gathers peninent data about 
the present status, past experiences, and environmental 
forces uiat contribute to the individuality and behavior of the 
unit (Van Dalen & Meyer, 1966, p. 218) 
A variety of techniques may be employed to collect data for a case study. Van 
Dalen and Meyer (1966) commented that 
Case study data may come from numerous sources. 
An investigator may ask subjects to recall past experiences or 
to express present wishes in interviews or on questionnaires. 
Personal documents, such as diaries and letters, and various 
physical, psychological, or sociological measurements may 
yield valuable information. (p. 219) 
"Once the case study is selected and defined, information is gathered from as many 
relevant sources as are needed" (Sax, 1979, p. 79). Sax (1979) also presented the 
following limitations and difficulties in conducting case studies: 
1. It is difficult to determine which factors, historical or contemporary, are 
relevant to the phenomenon under investigation; and 
2. There is a tendency in using the case= study to select convenient cases rather 
than those which can yield meaningful results. (p. 79) 
Further, Van Dalen and Meyer (1966) noted, 
When collecting evidence from records, interviews, and 
questionnaires, one must exercise every possible precaution 
to detect data that are the prcxiuct of faulty perception, 
deliberate deception, a poor memory, unconscious biases, or 
the reponer's or subject's desire to present the "right" 
answers. The tendency to overemphasize unusual events or 
to diston them for dramatic effect must also be kept in mind. 
(p. 220) 
The major sources of data used in this descriptive case study were interviews, 
survey questionnaires, and archival documents. The researcher continued to be mindful of 
the considerations influencing the effectiveness of case study research. 
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A formal letter ( see Appendix D) was submitted to the High Point Superintendent 
with a copy to the Chairman of the Board Of Education requesting permission to use High 
Point Public School System documents and to involve school personnel and students in the 
study. Permission was granted on August 8, 1988. 
A DESCRWTION QETHE POPULATION 
The population involved in this investigation was made up of seven subgroups: 
board members, superintendents, central office administrators, former and present co-
principals, teachers, students, and parents. All members of the population were in some 
way associated with the High Point Public Schools during the period between 1975-76, 
when the Board of Education made the decision to implement the co-principalship, and 
1988-89, the year of this study. Techniques used to acquire data varied from one subgroup 
to another because of the size of the group, accessibility, and collection measures used. 
This variation was approved by Dr. Rita O'Sullivan, Assistant Professor of Educational 
Research at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro. 
The Board Member Population 
The researcher interviewed all members who served on the Boards of Education for 
the High Point Public Schools during the period between 1975-76, when the co-
principalship was implemented, and 1988-89, the year of this study. This group included 
17 persons. Each Board is composed of seven members. The current Board chairman is 
the only member of the Board who was also serving in 1975-76, when the decision was 
made to implement the co-principalship. Sixteen of the 17 board members participated, 
giving a 94% participation rate. See Appendix F for the names of these persons. 
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The Superintendent Population 
The researcher interviewed the two superintendents who served the High Point 
Public Schools during th~ oeriod between 1975-76 and 1988-1989. One superintendent 
served from 1975-76 to 1981-82 and during his tenure the decision was made to implement 
the co-principalship. The other is the current superintendent under whom the phaseout of 
the co-principalship began. His tenure as superintendent began in February, 1983. Names 
of the superintendents participating in this study are found in Appendix F. 
The Central Office Population 
The researcher interviewed all central office administrators who had worked at least 
one full year with the co-principalship in High Point. This group included three associate 
superintendents, one assistant superintendent, two directors, seven coordinators, and one 
attendance counselor. 
The Co-Principal Population 
The members of this sample had all served or were currently serving as co-
principals in High Point. The researcher interviewed the 10 original co-principals, 10 who 
served during the intervening years and the six who were currently serving. All former or 
present co-principals were interviewed except one, giving a 96% participation rate. See 
Appendix F for the names of co-principals contributing to this study. 
The Teacher Population 
Those currently employed middle and high school teachers who had worked at least 
one full school year with co-principals were surveyed. A survey questionnaire was placed 
in 240 teachers' boxes at their school sites. One-hundred fifty questionnaires were 
returned by the requested deadline. A thank you note and a second request were sent out 
two weeks later. Additional survey questionnaires were placed in the school offices for 
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teachers who might have misplaced or discarded the initial copy. The second request 
increased the return by 20 surveys for a total return of 70.8%. 
Twenty-five percent of the sixty middle and high school teachers who had taught in 
the junior or senior high schools at least one year prior to the implementation of the co-
principalship were asked to respond to questions dealing v.rith the accomplishment of the 
goals the co-principalship was implemented to achieve. There was a 100% return for this 
group. It was felt that this group would have more insight in this area since they 
experienced conditions before and after th~ implementation. 
The Student Population 
The student sample included students in grades 7-12. Since the co-principalship no 
longer existed in two of the three High Point middle schools, the entire population of 7th 
and 8th grade students attending Ferndale, the third middle school, was surveyed. Surveys 
were disseminated to 202 seventh graders and 198 eighth graders. No additional responses 
resulted from the thank you and second request. By grade level, the return response was 
as follows: 
7th grade 
8th grade 
116 52% 
173 87% 
A selected stratified sample of high school students was surveyed v.rith a written 
questionnaire. The sample was stratified by school, grade, and ability level. At each of the 
four grade levels (9-12), in each of the high schools, three English classes were selected -
one each of above average, average, and below average ability. The entire sample included 
150 ninth graders, 149 tenth graders, 148 eleventh graders, and 145 seniors. The response 
return was as follows: 
9th grade 
lOth grade 
lith grade 
12th grade 
104 
131 
114 
83 
70% 
87% 
78% 
59% 
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The Parent PQpulation 
A systematic stratified sample of parents was surveyed with a written questionnaire. 
The sample was stratified by school. Parents of the two high schools and one middle 
school where the co-principalship still existed were surveyed. To obtain the sample, the 
researcher selected at random, from a table of random numbers, the first two-digit number 
between 01 and 10. The number selected was 06, so the initial parent name was the 6th 
name on the list and the next was the 16th, etc. The total sample was 300 with a return of 
115 or 40%. 
METHODOLOGIES 
The data collection measures used in this study were the interview, the survey 
questionnaire, and High Point Public School documents. 
The Interview 
In many ways the interview and questionnaire are 
similar. Both attempt to elicit the feelings, beliefs, 
experiences, or activities of respondents. They may also be 
as structured or unstructured as the situation demands (Sax, 
1979, p. 244). 
"An interview is a conversation between interviewer and respondent with th!." 
purpose of eliciting certain information from the respondent." (Engelhart, 1972, p. 1 08) 
According to Engelhart (1972), 
When data are collected by interview it is possible to reduce, 
if not eliminate, one of the major limitations of the 
questionnaire technique - lack of response due to inability of 
the respondent to understand the questions. The level of 
understanding of the respondent can be assessed and 
necessary explanations provided. On occasion, appropriate 
questioning may reveal that a respondent is not competent to 
respond. Interviewing makes possible collection of data "in 
depth". Finally, repeated efforts to interview all of the 
persons in a sample may contribute data much more 
representative than the data solicited by a mailed 
questionnaire. (p. 108) 
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The content of the interview questions was based on information taken from the 
High Point Principal Performance Appraisal Instrument and excerpts from the interviews 
with the Superintendent and Board Members of 1975-76. In order to get at different 
perspectives and perceptions, the reseacher developed an interview schedule specific to 
each subgroup: board members, superintendents, central office administrators, and co-
principals. 
To ensure validity and reliability, the researcher, following the Van Dalen (1973) 
concept of "jury of the peers", identified a pool of experts to be readers to validate the 
questions and to act as respondents in simulated interview situations. This pool (see 
Appendix A for names of the readers) was composed of persons who had long term 
experience in some capacity 'With the co-principalship. Each person brought his/her own 
unique perspective to the task. The researcher asked this group to review the interview 
schedules for the various subgroups and provide feedback on the following: 
-content 
-sequence 
- deletions/additions 
- question clarity/wording 
- need for probes and their placement 
Feedback from the readers was considered, the appropriate changes made, and then 
the interview schedules were tested in simulated interviews. Interviews were scheduled at 
the convenience of the experts. The experts were asked to make suggestions about rapport, 
body language, speech inflections, pacing, speaking rate, and facial expressions. The 
changes and suggestions generated by this process assisted the reseacher{mterviewer in 
standardizing her interview protocol. The fmal version of each interview schedule is found 
in Appendix B. 
Survey Questionnaires 
The researcher developed survey questionnaires to provide a framework within 
which three subgroups, teachers, students, and parents, could respond regarding their 
perceptions of co-principals in their respective schools. The pool of readers identified 
earlier was asked to review the questionnaire items for content, clarity, overall 
comprehensiveness, sequence, and word usage. In addition, Dr. Rita O'Sullivan, 
reviewed the questionnaires for wording, clarity and format. 
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Utilizing the reviewers' suggestions, the researcher revised and edited the 
preliminary questionnaires. In their f'mal form, they were field tested with groups of 
teachers, middle and high school students, and parents. The pilot study was conducted to 
determine if the instruments would yield the kind of information that was needed; if they 
were understandable to the respective respondents; and what, if any, additional adjustments 
were needed. The results of the pilot studies with teachers, students, and parents 
con finned the appropriateness of the language and format of the questionnaires. The cover 
letter accompanying the survey questionnaires contained the purposes of the investigation, 
how the survey was to be returned, and the deadline for return. The final versions of the 
three survey questionnaires and their respective cover letters are found in Appendix B. 
Archival Documents 
The following High Point Public School documents were used in this study: 
Principal Performance Appraisal Instrument, Co-Principal Job Descriptions, and minutes 
of selected Board of Education Meetings. Copies are found in Appendix C. The Principal 
Performance Appraisal Instrument was used in developing questions for the interview 
schedules and the survey questionnaires. The Co-Principal Job Descriptions and minutes 
of selected Board of Education meetings were used in presenting the conceptual framework 
of the co-principalship and the details surrounding the decision to implement the concept. 
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DATA COLLECDON PROCEDURES 
In order to work cooperatively with the school system and to limit disruption of the 
educational process, several techniques were used to collect data from those respondents 
directly involved in the daily operations of the school system. Other respondents were 
involved at their convenience, according to their schedules. 
Interviews 
Forty-five minute to one hour interviews were conducted by the researcher in 
locations agreed to by the interviewees. The interviewer received permission to take notes 
and/or tape record the responses given in the interviews. These techniques enhanced 
validity and reliability. Because of the accessibility of the interview respondents, the 
researcher was also able to clarify and/or confirm responses during the analysis process. 
Survev Questionnaires 
Survey questionnaires were delivered in a way most appropriate for a particular 
subgroup. Teacher surveys were placed in the prospective respondents' individual school 
mailboxes by the researcher and returned through the school system's internal mail delivery 
system. The survey was accompanied by a cover letter explaining the nature of the 
research and the procedure for returning the completed survey. Permission of school level 
administrators was secured prior to placing the surveys in teachers' boxes. 
Student surveys were counted, placed in manila envelopes, labeled, and delivered 
to the schools by the researcher. A cover letter to teachers explaining the procedures for 
administering and returning the surveys was enclosed. The surveys were administered to 
all 7th and 8th grade middle school students at Ferndale Middle School during their 
Advisor/Advisee period by their teachers and returned through the internal mail system. 
Selected English teachers administered the surveys at the high school level. These surveys 
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were also returned through the interschool mail. These procedures were approved by the 
Associate Superintendent of Cuniculum and Instruction and the co-principals of the 
schools involved. 
Parent surveys were mailed. They included a cover letter explaining the purpose of 
the study and the deadline for completing and returning the survey. Enclosed with each 
survey were a self-addressed and stamped envelope. 
ANALYSIS AND PRESET'-.'I"f A TION OF DATA 
Johnson (1977) cautioned that 
Describing a set of educational data calls for thought 
and judgment Not all facts constitute useful information. 
The investigator needs to decide which facts seem more 
meaningful and to describe and analyze these. Too much 
description may mean that important information is lost 
within a mass of extraneous details. Too little description 
may mean the information is incomplete. Although, there 
are no rules to guide these activities, the investigator should 
try to avoid both extremes. (p. 45) 
An investigator may explore several methods of analysis in order to find the 
measures that are most appropriate. In this regard, Johnson (1977) further stated that 
Data analysis in education rests primarily on the 
intelligent use of descriptive statistics. Depending upon the 
groups, subgroups, and variables, a variety of analyses may 
be considered. Tables can be constructed showing 
frequencies and percentages of individuals falling within 
various groups and subgroups. Other tables can be 
constructed showing means and standard deviations for the 
groups and variables in the study. (p. 88) 
Data were analyzed and organized around strands of commonalities and differences 
which were relevant to the expressed purposes of this study. Content analysis was applied 
to open-ended interview questions. A combination of expository writing, graphs and/or 
chans was used to present the data. Johnson (1977) advised that 
A researcher should be guided by the questions a 
study was designed to investigate. However, the analysis 
would not be restricted to these questions. Researchers can 
explore data. Some of the more interesting and potentially 
useful facts may not have been anticipated. (p. 92) 
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Analysis of the data included a description of the circumstances surrounding the 
implementation of the c<rprincipalship; the theoretical framework that serves as the 
foundation of the concept; and the goals it was expected to achieve. This information was 
supplied by the Superintendent and Board Members of 1975-76 and High Point Public 
School documents. 
Further, the analysis included a presentation of the perceptions of the following 
subgroups (who were associated with the High Point School System during the c<r 
principal period) as to the achievement of the goals of the ccrprincipalship as implemented 
in High Point: 
school board members 
superintendents 
central offic~ administrators (associate 
superintendents, directors, and coordinators) 
c<rprincipals 
teachers 
Additionally, the analysis presented the perceptions of students, parents, and the groups 
given above as to the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals in High Point 
and any similarities/differences in those perceptions. 
The analysis also identified the strengths and/or weaknesses of the co-principalship 
as perceived by the groups mentioned in the preceding paragraph. Additional data were 
presented based on personal data comparisons/ contrasts (gender, years of experience with 
the co-principalship, etc.) and responses received that did not target the purposes of the 
study. 
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SUMMARY 
The 1,061 subjects involved in this study included seven subgroups, all of which 
were in some way associated with the co-principalship in High Point, North Carolina. 
Members of the subgroups were either board members, professional educators, and/or 
parents, and students. 
Study participants were interviewed or surveyed to determine the circumstances 
surrounding the implementation of the co-principalship and to elicit information about the 
conceptual framework that serves as the foundation of this administrative structure. The 
data collection instruments also served to gather data concerning the subjects' perceptions 
about the accomplishment of the goals the co-principalship was implemented to achieve; the 
roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals; and the strengths and weaknesses of 
the co-principalship. 
The researcher developed the survey instruments and interview schedules. Their 
content was based on information secured during interviews with the Superintendent and 
Board Members of 1975-76 and selected High Point Public School documents. The items 
were constructed to elicit from the respondents the information required to address the 
purposes of this study. All respondents were provided. through open-ended questions, the 
opportunity to share any additional comments and/or information that had not been 
requested elsewhere in the instruments. 
The validity and reliability of the instruments were addressed through the use of 
several procedures: 
1. A panel of experts 
2. Simulated interviews 
3. A critique of survey instruments by an Assistant Professor of Educational 
Research 
4. Field testing the survey instruments 
5. One interviewer conducted all interviews 
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6. Interview responses were recorded or comprehensive notes taken 
The greater portion of the analysis and presentation of data was organized around 
the expressed purposes of this study. Additional data were presented regarding aspects of 
the co-principalship not specifically targeted within the stated purposes. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA 
INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the data obtained from respondents completing surveys or 
serving as interviewees. All of the panicipants in the study were in some way associated 
with the High Point Public Schools during the period between 1975-76, when the co-
principalship was implemented, and 1988-89, when this study was conducted. 
This study provided an assessment of the co-principalship as implemented in the 
Public Schools of High Point, Nonh Carolina. Its purposes were: 
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1. (a) To present the circumstances surrounding the implementation of the co-
principalship and (b) to present the conceptual framework of the co-
principalship; 
2. To present the goals the co-principalship was expected to achieve; 
3. To present the perceptions of the following groups as to the achievement of 
the goals of the co-principalship as implemented in High Point: 
a School board members who were/are on the school board during the 
co-principal period High Point 
b. Superintendent(s) who served and/or is serving during the co-
principal period in High Point 
c. Central office administrators who were and/or are administrators in 
High Point during the co-principal period 
d. Persons who have served and/or are currently serving as co-
principals in High Point 
e. Teachers who have served and/or are serving in High Point Schools 
which have co-principals 
4. To present the perceptions of the groups noted above along with those of 
students and parents as to the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-
principals in High Point; 
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5. To present the similarities/differences in perceptions of the groups noted in 
Point4; and 
6. To present the strengths and weaknesses of the co-principalship as 
perceived by the groups noted in Point 3. 
Each of the six purposes served as organizers for the presentation of data. 
Data were collected from subjects associated with the co-principalship in High 
Point, North Carolina. Fifty-seven interviews were conducted by the researcher. This 
number included 16 board members, two superintendents, one interim superintendent, 14 
central office administrators, and 24 past or present co-principals. In addition. 1,512 
subjects were surveyed. This group included 240 teachers, 288 parents, and 984 students. 
A total of 1,004 surveys was completed and returned. This total included 170 teachers, 
115 parents, and 719 students. 
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
Puroose lCa): To present the circumstances surrounding the implementation of the 
co-principalship. 
The school term of 1975-7 6 marked the beginning of an era of change for the High 
Point Public Schools. The Board of Education had appointed a new superintendent, Dr. 
Ed win West, Jr., after having the previous superintendent for a period of 23 years ( 19 52-
1975). During the five-year tenure (1975-1982) of the new superintendent many new 
initiatives were begun. According to Dr. West, this agenda of change included: 
Putting in a structure with an administrative and staffing 
pattern to deliver services; program/staff development 
restructuring; a new evaluation system that included 
everybody from the superintendent to the custodians; facility 
improvement; a change in school organization from junior 
(7-9) and senior (10-12) high schools to middle (6-8) and 
high (9-12) schools; the addition of personnel to handle 
school-community relations; and a comprehensive planning 
process where schools had objectives and the objectives of 
teachers had to tie into the overall school objectives. 
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The co-principalship grew out of the initiative to change the eristing administrative 
structure, but was just a small component of "one t-;~ ""~st~,· ;-!""". ::r:~(,rding to Dr. West. 
Collective responses from the Superintendent and Board Members of 1975-76 highlighted 
the many concerns and issues that the High Point Public School System faced at that point 
in time. Some of these were: 
1. The feeling that head principals had to ful- fill too many roles and 
responsibilities: 
-planners 
-teacher evaluators 
-disciplinarians 
-instructional leaders 
-planners 
2. Concerns about discipline in the classrooms and on the school grounds 
3. The need to improve the skill with which teachers and principals addressed 
their responsibilities 
4. The Board's desire to implement a comprehensive planning process 
5. Concerns about achievement (low test scores) 
6. The need for more efficiency in the use of time and in the implementation of 
programs designed to improve the learning process 
7. The need to reduce the amount of time principals were spending putting out 
"brush fires" rather than attending to classrooms 
8. A need to strengthen administrative leadership 
9. Lack of trust among students, teachers, and administrators. 
Dr. West summarized the expectations and responsibilities of the secondary head 
principal in an article, "The Co-Principalship: Administrative Realism". This article 
illustrated in a fonnal way why it was felt at that time that an alternative administrative 
structure should be pursued. He commented that 
An examination of the daily activities and 
responsibilities of secondary school principals would 
quickly add credence to the belief that they are a beleaguered, 
bewildered and beat species! Daily demands and pressures 
encroach upon them from a variety of sectors. 
The board of education and superintendent expect 
them to be exemplary examples of lx>th administrative and 
instructional leadership. Results must reveal academic gains 
superior to the national average, elimination of dropouts, 
minimal suspensions and expulsions, high attendance, 
sound fiscal management, a legal eagle with no lawsuits, and 
all records and reports submitted on time (1978, p.241). 
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Teachers expected principals to be supportive, while protecting them from parents 
and discipline problems; to keep materials and resources at their disposal; and to rate them 
outstanding at evaluation time. Parents expected special privileges for their children, 
conferences at a moment's notice; and the firing of personnel they didn't like. Pupils 
expected the administrator to maintain discipline but have no rules, and to help them 
graduate but keep work to a minimum (West, 1978). 
As the issues, expectations, and concerns were discussed in a number of work 
sessions which included the Superintendent and Board Members, the idea of dividing 
school-level responsibilities between two administrators surfaced. There were strong 
feelings that the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the secondary administrator would be 
handled more efficiently and effectively if assigned to two persons instead of one. Hence, 
the possibility of changing the administrative organization became a very real possibility. 
After further deliberations, the Board came to a general agreement to change the 
administrative structure at the secondary level from head principal and assistant to co-
principals. In order for this change to become a reality, the Board had to officially and 
formally adopt the idea in a regular lx>ard meeting open to the public. 
According to the Board minutes of April29, 1976: 
The Superintendent brought to the Board's attention 
a rationale for the reorganization of the secondary schools in 
High Point. Mr. Charles Neill, with second by Mr. James 
Chestnut, moved that a change be made from the operational 
concept in the junior and senior high schools to a co-
principalship with one individual designated as director of 
curriculum and instruction and one individual designated as 
director of administration, with each having authority in his 
particular area, one of whom would be designated as 
principal of the school. (Complete minutes are in Appendix 
C) 
54 
At the meeting, the proposed change was discussed and debated, but when a vote was 
taken there were three affirmatives, one abstention, and one against One board member 
was absent. Therefore, according to the Board minutes of April29, 1976, "the matter was 
tabled until unanimity could be reached by the Board." The principals were not 100% in 
favor of this change either, but the Board was committed because the members thought this 
change would improve the system. 
The May 3, 1976 Board Minutes (Appendix C) stated that "Upon motion by :Mr. 
James Chestnut, and second by Mr. Charles Neill, the Board unanimously adopted the 
following policy:" 
The overall administrative responsibilities for each of the 
junior and senior high schools shall be divided between two 
principals, both of whom shall be qualified for principalship 
by training and certification, and each of whom will have 
direct responsibility to central administrative authority in 
assigned areas of school operation. One will be called 
Principal for Administration and will bear general 
responsibility for student affairs and services, for school 
offices and faculty administrative activities, and for plant 
operation and maintenance. The other will be called 
Principal for Instruction and will bear general responsibility 
for faculty affairs and instructional activities, for curriculum 
development and supervision, for acquisition of instructional 
supplies and equipment, and for teacher and student 
scheduling. One such administrator will be elected Principal 
Qf the School, will be chief executive of the school, will pass 
judgment on all activities in both Administration and 
Instruction, and will handle problems which do not clearly 
fall in one or another assigned area of responsibility. The 
other such administrator will be assigned to the school. If a 
school has insufficient enrollment to support two full-time 
administrators of principal ship status, an Associate Principal 
will be assigned the duties outlined above for Administration 
or Instruction. 
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The selection of the initial co-principal teams was a collaborative effon between the 
Board and the Superintendent. The Board Members studied the backgounds of the 
prospective co-principals, made recommendations and expressed opinions in closed 
sessions. However, the fmal responsibility for assigning the teams rested on the 
Superintendent. The Associate Superintendent for Personnel and Administrative Services 
provided "invaluable assistance as the partners were determined", stated Dr. West. In early 
May four of the teams were set and ready to be recommended to the Board. 
During the Board meeting held on May 13, 1976, the four recommended co-
principal teams were appointed. A principal for administration was appointed for the flfth 
team, and at a subsequent Board meeting held June 17, 1976, the principal for instruction 
was appointed. (See Appendix D for this list.) 
Pumose 1 (b): Th Present the Conceptual Framework of the Co-Principalship 
The Superintendent met with the principals and members of his executive staff to 
establish a job description for each of the co-principals. These sessions weren't the easiest 
or most congenial because many of the principals did not approve of the move to co-
principals. According to the Superintendent about 60% were for it and 40% against it. He 
felt that the 60% were for it simply out of respect for the Board and Superintendent. 
The Superintendent described these sessions as the "most difficult battle I had with 
principals". Eventually, they did focus on the task and though they "didn't have full 
agreement philosophically, they had reached an agreement in terms of functions". They 
had come up with roles, duties, and responsibilities that they thought the "ideal" 
administrative and instructional principal would fulfill. 
The principal for administration had requirements that were unique and specific to 
management. They included: 
-the physical environment of the school 
-the fiscal program 
-operation of school buses 
·attendance 
·discipline 
·pupil personnel services 
* ·personal and professional growth 
** .coordination of instructional/administrative 
program and procedures 
The instructional principal was assigned responsibilities that were specific to 
curriculum and instruction. They included: 
-improvement of the overall instructional program 
-classroom instruction 
-effective school/community relations 
*-personal and professional growth 
**-coordination of instructional/administrative 
program and procedures 
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The items designated with a single asterisk represent an area of individual 
responsibility required of both co-principals, and the items with double asterisks represent 
areas of shared responsibility. Even though each co-principal was accountable for a 
specific domain, administration or instruction/curriculum, there were areas that overlapped 
and required shared responsibility, such as: 
-maintenance of an environment that maximized teaching-learning activities 
-staff meetings 
-annual.:-epon 
-delegation of authority/responsibility to staff members 
-evaluation of personnel 
-long-range planning 
-duties as requested by superintendent, associate superintendent, and/or controller 
The conceptual framework for the stated duties and responsibilities of the co-
principalship in High Point was very similar to a framework depicting governance vs 
curriculum and instruction (Brubaker, 1982) where there were clearly defined areas of 
responsibility that apply only to one domain or the other. But, there were also areas where 
overlap occurred and even instances where unique situations arose when it was not clear 
who was entirely responsible. Figure 4 illustrates a framework that can be applied to the 
job descriptions of the co-principalship in High Point. 
Figure 4. Conceptual framework of the co-principalship as implemented in High Point, 
Nonh Carolina 
ADMI!'i'ISTRA TION 
Phys1cal Environment 
Fiscal Program 
Transportation 
Attendance 
Discipline 
Pupil Personnel Services 
Personal/Professional 
Growth 
CURRICUL UM/INSTR UCTIO N 
Instructional Program 
Classroom Instruction 
(Observations) 
School/Community Relations 
Personal/Professional 
Growth 
BOTH 
Coordination of Instructional/Administrative 
Programs and Procedures 
Effective Teaching-Learning Environment 
Staff Meetings 
Annual Repon 
Delegation of Authority/Responsibility to Staff 
Members 
Evaluation of Personnel 
Long-Range Planning 
Duties as Requested by the Superintendent,Associate 
Superintentent and/or Controller 
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Since the original job descriptions were developed in 1976, some shifting of tasks 
from one domain to another occurred. This was due mainly to co-principal team members 
trading-off and negotiating duties. As new team members were appointed, the changes 
were passed on. 
Pumose 2: To Present~~ the Co-principalship was Expected to Achieve 
According to the Superintendent of 1975-76, the co-principalship was expected to 
improve: 
1. Teacher evaluations- developed a formalized system and instrument that 
was used to observe and evaluate teachers. 
2. School-level planning- each school was expected to establish objectives and 
teachers were to be tied to these same objectives. 
3. Student discipline - expected improved school climate and a reduction in 
suspensions and expulsions. 
4. Instructional leadership- provided a co-principal whose specific focus was 
instruction. 
The Board members of 1975-76 agreed that the above were the major issues to be 
addressed by the co-principalship. 
Pumose 3: To Present the Perceptions Q[the Following Groups~ to the 
Achievement of the Goals of the Co-Principalship as Implemented in 
School Board Members of 1975-76 (n=7) 
The Board Members of 1975-76 generally agreed that they were pleased with the 
co-principalship as time progressed. The results of Board evaluations of the concept 
identified some positive outcomes. One Board Member stated that "the initial results were 
good as efficiency became a reality, and even the diehards acknowledged that things were 
looking good." 
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The Superintendent of 1975-76 stated that an evaluation system was set up in 
advance and mentioned some of the criteria: reductions in suspensions, reductions in 
expulsions, reductions in the some of the problem areas, and improv~-i teacher evaluati011S. 
An external consultant was hired to do the initial evaluation. The Superintendent summed 
up the accomplishments of the co-principalship after a year of implementation thusly: 
Evaluative data from the first year of operation of this 
program revealed that the co-principal concept has much to 
offer school districts that are looking for more productive 
means of accomplishing school objectives. Some of the 
more significant features of the evaluation include: 
- Increased numbers of classroom visits and appropriate 
follow-up; 
- Reduction in suspensions and expulsions; 
- Increased numbers of staff participation in in-service 
opportunities; 
- Increased cleanliness of school plant; 
- Increased efficiency of custodial staffs; 
- Greater job satisfaction for administrators. 
Making a final judgment regarding this program after 
one year of operation would be risky, but it appears that the 
co-principal is, indeed, one viable alternative to improving 
the secondary principalship (1978, ~· 246). 
Board Members- Intervening and Current (n = 10) 
The ten board members who served during the intervening years and/or are 
currently serving were asked to give their perceptions of the accomplishment of the goals 
the co-principalship was expected to achieve. All ten members participated. The results, 
given in frequencies and percentages, are found in Table 1. In the narrative, the researcher 
will report on the items selected by at least a majority (50%) of the respondents. 
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Table 1 
Board Members' Perception of Co-principalship Goal Achievement 
Total Responses - 10 
No Not 
Improved Change Sure 
Teacher Evaluation 4 2 4 
(40.0%) (20.0%) (40.0%) 
Student Discipline 3 1 6 
(30.0%) (10.0%) (60.0%) 
Instructional Leadership 3 0 7 
(30.0%) (0.0%) (70.0%) 
School-Level Planning 2 0 8 
(20.0%) (0.0%) (80.0%) 
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According to Table 1, most Board members were not sure about the achievement of 
the goals by the co-principalship because only one of them was on the Board that 
implemented the concept. This made an assessment difficult since they did not have first 
hand knowledge of the circumstances of 1975-76 and any changes (positive or negative) 
that followed implemen!ation. Four (40%) did think that teacher evaluation improved and 
one-third felt that student discipline and instructional leadership improved. 
Interim Superintendent (n=l) 
The Interim Superintendent who served from spring 1982, when Dr. West's tenure 
ended, unt February 1983, at which time the Board appointed a new superintendent, Dr. 
C. Owen Phillips, responded to the question about goal achievement in the following 
manner: 
Teacher Evaluation ............................... Improved 
Student Discipline ................................ Gave more time to devote to it, but 
didn't necessarily improve it 
Instructional Leadership ......................... Improved 
School-level Planning ............................ Maybe some improvement occurred 
Current Superintendent (n=l) 
Dr. C. Owen Phillips, the current superintendent responded in this manner: 
Teacher evaluation improved because one administrator was given the responsibility 
for the curriculum and evaluations. He further stated "that now other mechanisms are 
developing that will help with this goal without having the co-principals." 
There was no discernible difference in school-level planning. He thought the 
school-level planning "works equally well with head principals and co-principals." 
Perhaps there was some improvement in student discipline because the 
administrative co-principal is given the responsibility and the time to make a difference in 
this area. Phillips added, however, that 
I believe that a head principal with several assistants, 
or an administrative assistant with assigned responsibility for 
discipline could do the same thing, or perhaps even get better 
results through a different organizational structure. 
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Instructional leadership was improved. It fundamentally elevated curriculum and 
instruction to full and equal partnership with administrative responsibilities. It gave a srrong 
signal to all involved that curriculum. teacher evaluation, and instruction were of equal 
imponance to the administrative responsibilities. 
Central Office Administrators (n = 14) 
This group consisted of the cenificated personnel having disrrict-wide 
responsibilities. It included associate and assistant superintendents, directors, 
coordinators, attendance counselor and computer programmer. This group, as Table 2 
illustrates, strongly believed that the co-principalship accomplished the goals it was 
implemented to achieve. Those who were not sure were not in the system at the beginning 
of the co-principalship or felt that other factors also contributed to the changes. Due to 
rounding, total percents in all cases will not be equal to 100. 
Past and Current Co-Principals (n=24) 
This group included 25 co-principals, of which 24 participated in this study. A 
summary of their responses to goal achievement of the co-principalship is given in Table 3. 
According to Table 3 from 62.5% to 83.3% of the co-principals, past and present, felt that 
the co-principalship addressed in a positive way the goals it was implemented to achieve. 
The greatest questions about the accomplishment of the goals dealt with student discipline 
and school-level planning. 
Teachers (n=15) 
The teachers who responded to the achievement of the goals of the co-principalship 
were teaching in the junior or senior high schools at least one year prior to implementation 
of the co-principalship. Fifteen or 25% of the sixty teachers were asked to participate. 
Table 2 
Central Office Administrators' Perceptions Of The Goal Achievement Of The Co-
Principalship 
Total Responses - 14 
No Not 
Improved Change Sure 
Teacher Evaluation 13 0 1 
(92.8%) (0.0%) (7.1 %) 
Student Discipline 11 1 2 
(78.6%) (7.1 %) (14.3%) 
Instructional Leadership 9 0 5 
(64.3%) (0.0%) (35.7%) 
School-Level Planning 11 0 3 
(78.6%) 0.0%) (21.4%) 
Table 3 
Past and Current Co-Principals' Perceptions Of The Goal Achievement OfThe Co-
principalship 
Total Responses - 24 
No Not 
Improved Change Sure 
Teacher Evaluation 20 2 2 
(83.3%) (8.3%) (8.3%) 
Student Discipline 17 4 3 
(70.8%) (17.7%) (12.5%) 
Instructional Leadership 21 2 1 
(87.5%) (8.3%) (4.2%) 
School-Level Planning 15 5 4 
(62.5%) (20.8%) (17.7%) 
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Their responses are recorded in Table 4. Although 60 - 73 % of the teachers felt 
improvements had taken place, they did not feel the improvements were attributable to the 
co-princip:llship alone, but were due to a combination of factors. All of these teachers had 
experienced changes in one or both co-principals in their schools, and further stated that the 
effectiveness of the personalities making up a particular team also heavily influenced the 
achievement of the goals. The responses of the sixteenth teacher surveyed did not conform 
to categories in Table 4. This teacher felt that everything had gotten worse except, perhaps, 
student discipline. 
Purpose 4: To Present the Perceptions of the Groups Noted Above along v.ith 
those Qf students and parents,~ to the Roles. Duties. and 
Responsibilities of the Co-Principals in High Point 
Board members, superintendents, central office administrators, co-principals, and 
teachers had no difficulty with the major roles of the co-principals. However, the division 
of duties, and responsibilities presented some confusion to the named subgroups. 
On !he other hand, members of the parent and student subgroups had difficulty with 
role distinctions as well as the demarcation of duties and responsibilities. The tables and 
narratives that follow will present perceptions of these subgroups as they relate to roles, 
duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals. 
The categories used for determining perceptions of responsibilities were taken 
directly from the Principal's Performance Appraisal Instrument (Appendix C). For board 
members and professional educators (superintendents, central office administrators and 
teachers), the categories were left in their original form. For students and parents, the 
major categories were broken down into smaller components and the language adjusted to 
promote greater understanding. 
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Table 4 
Teachers' Perceptions On The Goal Achievement Of The Co-principalship 
Total Responses- 15 
No Not 
Improved Change Sure 
Teacher Evaluation 11 1 3 
(73.3%) (6.7%) (20.0%) 
Student Discipline 9 1 5 
(60.0%) (6.7%) (33.3%) 
Instructional Leadership 9 3 3 
(60.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) 
School-Level Planning 9 2 4 
(60.0%) (13.3%) (26.7%) 
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In responding, the participants could use I for principal for instruction; A for 
principal for administration; B for both ccrprincipals; and N for not sure. Throughout the 
narrative portion of the remainder of this chapter, PI will be used for principal of 
instruction; and PA will be used for principal of administration. 
Board Members and Superintendent of 1975-76 (n = 8) 
This group felt that with well-defined duties and responsibilities, the co-principals 
adjusted to their partners and addressed their responsibilities in an efficient manner. This 
group examined very carefully the strengths and weaknesses of the prospective ccr 
principals before assigning their areas of responsibility, thus enhancing the probability of 
success in their given roles. Many of the board members had envisioned the responsibilities 
as separate and distinct. They had not anticipated all of the gray areas, and overlapping that 
emerged as the descriptions were developed. 
The Superintendent had worked closely with the principals and his executivve staff 
to develop the job descriptions and was very familiar with each of the role requirements. 
He stated that "his involvement with this whole process represented one of growth for him 
as well as the co-principals." 
Board Members - Intervening and Current (n = 10) 
The ten board members who served during the intervening years between 1976 and 
1988 and members serving currently gave their perceptions of the responsibilities handled 
by ccrprincipals. They were supportive of ccrprincipals but the majority preferred the head 
principal concept. So they were in favor of the action begun in 1987 to phase out co-
principals. The results are given in Table 5. 
Six (60%) of the intervening and current board members thought that the principal 
for administration handled personnel matters and both co-principals handled general 
planning and oversight Six (60%) thought the principal of administration handled 
Table 5 
Board Members Perceptions of the Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 9 
I A 
General Planning 
and Oversight 1 0 
(10.0%) (0.0%) 
School and Classroom 
Objective 2 1 
(20.0%) (10.0%) 
Personnel Organization 
and Management 0 6 
(0.0%) (60.0%) 
Cliental Relationships 
and Their Management 0 4 
(0.0%) (40.0%) 
Allocation of Supplies, 
Equipment, and Support 
Services 2 3 
(20.0%) (30.0%) 
Note: I- principal for instruction 
A - principal for administration 
B - both co-principals 
N- not sure 
B 
6 
(60.0%) 
3 
(30.0%) 
1 
(10.0%) 
2 
(20.0%) 
2 
(20.0%) 
67 
N 
3 
(30.0%) 
4 
(40.0%) 
3 
(30.0%) 
4 
(40.0%) 
3 
(30.0%) 
personnel organization and management. The other tasks received less than a 25% 
response for any one administrative choice. 
Superintendent of 198~-89 (n = 1) 
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The Superintendent expressed that the co-principalship had worked well and that 
the co-principals had handled their roles and responsibilities in a diligent manner. He did 
feel, however, that the "head principal is the more efficient way to organize a school." 
When asked if the role distinctions ever caused confusion for him, he answered that "I 
seldom felt confusion about the roles because I am always able to reach the appropriate co-
principal tC'I address a specific concern." 
Central Office Administrators (n = 14) 
In addressing the roles, duties, and· responsibilities of the co-principals, central 
office administrators provided a variety of responses. They felt the co-principals were 
taking care of their respective responsibilities, but weren't entirely sure of the lines of 
demarcation. They were not confused by the role distinctions, but about 50% felt they had 
experienced circumstances when there was confusion: when a co-principal switched roles 
over the years (went from administrative to instructional and then back to administrative co-
principal again); when their district-level responsibilities fell into the domain of both co-
principals and they ended up 'jockeying' between the two; and when there seemed to be 
confusion among the members of a co-principal team as to their own responsibilities and 
direction. 
Associate superintendents assist with the assessment of the performance of co-
principals and were very aware of roles, duties. and responsibilities as described in the 
Principal Performance Appraisal Instrument They had no confusion about roles and had a 
good understanding of the demarcation of responsibilities. Because of their special areas of 
responsibility, they often worked consistently with one co-principal. For instance, the 
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Associate Superintendent for Cuniculum and Instruction worked with the principal for 
instruction the majority of the time. The Associate Superintendent for Pupil Personnel 
worked with both because of a deviation from the original job descriptions. According to 
the job descriptions, the principal for administration is responsible for pupil personnel 
services at the school level. Over the years some aspects of this function have informally 
moved to the instructional domain, particularly counselors who are heavily involved in 
student scheduling. The Assistant Superintendent for Buildings and Grounds worked 
mainly with and through the principal for administration. 
Five (35.7%) of the central office administrators preferred working with co-
principals. Seven (50%) had no preference and felt that they worked just as well with co-
principals as they did with head principals at the elementary level. Two (14.3%) preferred 
to work with head principals. 
When these administrators were asked if they thought co-principals facilitated, 
hindered, or had no effect on the accomplishment of their school-level responsibilities, they 
answered in the following manner: 57.1% (8) thought that they facilitated; 21.4% (3) 
thought that they hindered; and 21.4% (3) thought that they had no effect. 
To determine how the coordinators and directors perceived the co-principals' duties 
and responsibilities, they were asked respond to the question: Which co-principal do you 
think is mainly responsible for the following? Responses are noted in Table 6. 
According to Table 6, nine (81.8%) of the coordinators and directors thought that 
both co-principals were mainly responsible for general planning and oversight and eight 
(72.7%) thought that the principal for instruction was responsible for school and classroom 
objectives. Six (54.5%) thought that the principal for administration was responsible for 
personnel organization and management For the remaining categories, the respondents 
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Table 6 
Central Office Administrators Perceptions of the Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses = 11 
I A B N 
General over-sight 
and planning 0 1 9 1 
(0.0%) (9.1 %) (81.8%) (9.0%) 
School and 
classroom objectives 8 0 2 1 
(72.7%) (0.0%) 18.2%) (9.0%) 
Personnel organization 
and management 0 6 4 1 
(0.0%) (54.5%) (36.3%) (9.0%) 
Cliental relationships 
and their management 0 5 5 1 
(0.0%) (45.4%) (45.4%) (9.0%) 
Allocation of supplies, 
equipment and suppon 
services 2 4 4 1 
(18.2%) (36.3%) (36.3%) (9.0%) 
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were not clear about whether the responsibilities were carried out by both co-principals or 
the administrative co-principal. 
Past and Current Co-Principals (n = 24) 
The co-principals were familiar with the lines of demarcation in the duties and 
responsibilities. However, when asked- Do you adhere strictly to the job description for 
your role or do you trade-off and negotiate with your partner - some variations occurred in 
responses. About one-third of the group adhered fairly closely to the job descriptions as 
given. One co-principal adhered 'strictly' to the job description. Another one-third used 
the job descriptions as parameters and guidelines with an understanding that they must get 
the job done. Of the remaining one-third, about half said they traded-off and negotiated 
based on each others strengths and interests. The other half of this third utilized a 
combination. In the aspects dealing with the 'heart of their roles' they adhered strictly to 
the descriptions, and in other areas they traded-off arid negotiated. All said if they were the 
co-principal on the scene when action was required, they hanclled it and did not delay 
because "this is my partner's responsibility." 
When trading-off and negotiation occurred, the job descriptions became rather 
useless in terms of someone using them to determine what each of the co-principals did 
specifically. This increased confusion and uncertainty. 
Fifteen (62.5%) of the present and past co-principals, if given a choice would rather 
be head principals. Five (20.8%) preferred the co-principalship. The remaining four 
(16.6%) had no preference. They felt they could function as a head principal, but wouldn't 
mind the co-principalship if they could select or have input in selecting their partner. 
In discussing their partners, 20 (83.3%) felt their partners were complementary 
rather than competitive. Four ( 16.6%) felt that their partners were a little of both from time 
to time, but mostly complementary. Some had experienced several partners over the years 
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and had had complementary and competitive relationships depending on the personality of 
any given partner. 
One co-principal summed up the concept by saying, "It is like getting married and 
meeting the bride for the first time at the altar." 
Since co-principals were familiar with both co-principal's responsibilities and knew 
who did what, they were asked to respond to the question: Under which concept do you 
think the co-principal functions are performed better? Their responses are given in the 
Table 7. Twelve (50%) of the co-principals thought that general planning and oversight 
were better handled by the head principal. The other 12(50%) were evenly split between 
the co-principalship and this task being handled equally well in both concepts. Ten ( 41%) 
felt that school and classroom objectives were handled better in the co-principalship 
concept. 
Fourteen (58%) favored the head principal for handling cliental (parents and 
students) relationships and their management There was an even split of the remaining I 0 
( 42%) between the other two choices. Eleven ( 48.5%) of the respondents thought that 
both concepts could deal effectively with the allocation of supplies, equipment. and support 
services. Nine (37 .5%) favored the head principal concept. 
In summary, 12 (50%) or more favored the head principal for handling general 
planning and oversight, personnel organization and management; and cliental relationships 
and their management. The co-principalship was favored for handling school and 
classroom objectives, and both concepts were favored for handling the allocation of 
supplies, equipment, and support services. 
Teachers 
Teachers in the middle and high schools who had worked with co-principals at least 
a year were asked to participate in this study. They did so by responding to an 18-item 
Table 7 
Co-Principals' Perception of\Vhich Concept Performs Specific Functions Better 
Total Responses - 24 
General Planning and Oversight 
School and Classroom Objectives 
Personnel Organization and 
Management 
Cliental Relationships 
and Their Management 
Allocation of Supplies, 
Equipment and Suppon 
Services 
Note: Co-Principals 
Head Principal 
CP 
6 
(25.0%) 
10 
(41.6%) 
5 
(20.8%) 
5 
(20.8%) 
4 
(16.7%) 
CP 
HP 
B Equally well in both concepts 
HP B 
12 6 
(50.0%) (25.0%) 
7 7 
(29.1 %) (29.1%) 
13 6 
(54.1 %) (25.0%) 
14 5 
(58.3%) (20.8%) 
9 11 
(37.5%) (45.8%) 
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survey. (See Appendix B). They were asked specifically to tell their preference for one 
principal or co-principals and to give their perceptions of which co-principal was 
responsible for the functions listed on the survey instrument. The results are given in 
Tables 8, 9 and 10. 
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According to Table 8, forty (58.8%) of the middle schoc 1 teachers who had worked 
in the building with one principal and with co-principals preferred co-principals. All of the 
teachers who had had experience with co-principals only, preferred co-principals. 
According to Table 9, forty-three (51.2%) of 84 responding high school teachers 
who had had experience with both head and co-principals preferred one principal. Six 
(46.2%) of those having experience only with co-principals also preferred one principal. 
According to Table 10, of the teachers who had had experience with head and co-
principals, 64 (44.7%) of them preferred the head principal; while 54 (37.7%)) preferred 
co-principals. Twelve ( 44.4%) of the teachers who had no experience with head principals 
preferred co-principals and nine (33%) preferred the head principal. 
Teachers also responded to the question - Which co-principal in your school do you 
think is responsible for the following? The results are recorded in Tables 11-13. They are 
stratified by school organization level and then presented for the total group. When 
participants failed to respond to an item on the survey, it was coded NR for no response. 
Table 11 shows that 50 (68.5%) of the middle school teachers felt that both co-
principals were responsible for general planning and oversight and cliental relationships 
and their management Fifty-two (71%) thought that the principal for instruction (PI) was 
responsible for school and classroom objectives. Sixty-two (84.9%) thought that the 
principal for administration (P A) was responsible for allocating supplies, equipment and 
support services. Forty-nine (67.1%) of the middle school teacher thought that both co-
principals managed cliental relationships. 
Table 8 
Summarv of Middle School Teacher Preference for the One Principal or Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 73 
Preference of teachers who had experience with head and co-
principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
20 
40 
2 
6 
(29.4%) 
(58.8%) 
(2.9%) 
(8.8%) 
Preference of teachers who had no experience with head 
principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
0 (0.00) 
5 (100.00%) 
0 (0.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
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Table 9 
Summarv of High School Teacher Preference for One Principal or Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 84 
Preference of teachers 
who had experience with 
head and co-principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
Preference of teachers 
who had no experience 
with head principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
43 
30 
5 
6 
6 
4 
3 
0 
(51.2%) 
(35.7%) 
(6.0%) 
(7.1 %) 
(46.2%) 
(30.8%) 
(23.0%) 
(0.0%) 
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Table 10 
Summary of Teacher Preference for the Head Principal or Co-Principalship System-wide 
Total Responses- 170 
Preference of teachers 
who had experience with 
head and co-principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
Preference of teachers 
who had no experience 
with head principals 
One principal 
Co-principals 
No preference 
No response 
64 
54 
10 
15 
9 
12 
6 
0 
(44.7%) 
(37.7%) 
(7.0%) 
(10.5%) 
(33.3%) 
(44.4%) 
(22.2%) 
(0.0%) 
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Table 11 
Middle School Teacher~· PerceQtions Qf the Re~Qonsibilities of the ~Q-Princi12als in Their 
Res12ecrive Schools 
Total Responses - 73 
I A B N NR 
General oversight and 
planning 13 8 50 0 2 
(17.8%) (11.0%) (68.5%) (0.0%) (2.7%) 
School and classroom 
objectives 52 4 15 0 2 
(71.2%) (5.5%) (20.5%) (0.0%) (2.7%) 
Personnel organization 
and their management 29 10 30 1 3 
(39.7%) (13.7%) (41.1%) (1.4%) (4.1 %) 
Cliental relationships 
and their management 14 8 49 0 2 
(19.2%) (11.0%) (67.1 %) (0.0%) (2.7%) 
Allocation of supplies, 
equipment. and suppon 
services 3 62 5 1 2 
(4.1%) (84.9%) ( 6.8%) (1.4%) (2.7%) 
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Table 12 shows that eighty (82.5%) of the high school teachers thought that the PI 
was responsible for school and classroom objectives. 
Fifty-four (55.7%) thought that the PA allocated supplies, equipment, and support 
services. 
Fifty-six (57.7%) thou~ht that both co-principals handled cliental relationships and 
their management. 
As shown in Table 13, 132 (77.7%) of the teacher responder.ts system-wide 
thought that the principal for instruction was responsible for school and classroom 
objectives and 116 (68%) thought that the principal for administration was responsible for 
the allocation of supplies, equipment, and support services. Ninety-seven (57 .I%) felt that 
both co-principals were responsible for school planning and oversight and 105 (61.8%) 
thought that they were in charge of cliental relationships and their management. 
To further clarify teacher perceptions, middle and high school teachers who had 
experienced both head principals and co-principals were also asked to respond to the 
following question: Under which concept do you think that the following functions are 
performed better? The results are given in Table 14. 
According to Table 14, of the 152 teachers responding who had had experience 
with both concepts, 87 (51.1%) felt that school and classroom objectives were handled 
better by co-principals. 
Students (n = 719) 
Students attending middle and high schools in grades 7-12 were participants in this 
study. Sixth graders had less than a semester of experience with co-principals when the 
survey was conducted so they were not included in the study. The students completed a 
24-item survey. The first five items addressed general perceptions about the co-principals. 
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Table 12 
High ~chQQl Teacheni' Perq~l2riQns of the Re~12Qnsibilities Qf the ~o-Princi:12als in Their 
Res~ctive School~ 
Total Responses- 97 
I A B N NR 
General over-
sight and planning 38 9 47 3 0 
(39.2%) ( 9.3%) (48.4%) (3.0%) (O.OCK) 
School and 
classroom objectives 80 0 17 0 0 
(82.5%) (0.0%) (17.5%) (0.0%) (0.0%) 
Personnel organization 
and their management 41 13 39 4 0 
(42.3%) (13.4%) (40.2%) (4.1 %) (0.0%) 
Cliental relationships 
and their management 15 20 56 6 0 
(15.5%) (20.6%) (57.7%) (6.2%) (0.0%) 
Allocation of supplies, 
equipment, and support 
services 10 54 30 3 0 
(10.3%) (55.7%) (31.0%) (3.0%) (0.0%) 
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Table 13 
All Teachers' Percei1tions of the Resi1onsibilities of the ~o-Princii1als in Their ResQecrive 
Schools 
Total Responses- 170 
I A B N NR 
General oversight and 
planning 51 17 97 3 2 
(30.0%) (10.0%) (57.0%) (1.8%) (1.2%) 
School and classroom 
objectives 132 4 32 0 2 
(77.6%) (2.4%) (18.8%) (0.0%) (1.2C:C) 
Personnel organization 
and their management 70 23 69 5 3 
(41.2%) (13.5%) (40.5%) (2.9%) (1.89C) 
Cliental relationships 
and their management 29 28 105 6 2 
(17.0%) (16.5%) (61.8%) (3.5%) (1.2%) 
Allocation of supplies, 
equipment, and support 
services 13 116 35 4 2 
(7.6%) (68.2%) (20.6%) (2.4%) (1.2%) 
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Table 14 
PerceQriQn~ ofTeache~ Who Had Exnerienced Both ~Qncent~ Regarding; the Petfonnance 
Qf Responsibilities bv Head PrinciQals Versus Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 152 
CP HP B NR 
General oversight and 
planning 50 61 26 15 
(32.9%) (40.0%) (17.1%) (9.9%) 
School and classroom 
objectives 87 30 20 15 
(57.2%) (19.7%) (13.2%) (9.9%) 
Personnel organization 
and management 51 62 23 16 
(33.6%) (40.8%) (15.1%) (10.5%) 
Cliental relationships 
and their management 52 53 32 15 
(34.2%) (34.9%) (21.0%) (9.9%) 
Allocation of supplies, 
equipment, and support 
services 60 46 30 16 
(39.5%) (30.3%) (19.7%) (10.5%) 
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The results are given in Tables 15-17 and will be pr~sented for the middle school level, the 
high school level, and finally, for students system-wide. 
In Table 15, 162 (56%) of the middle school students felt that they knew what the 
co-principals did, however, 172 (59.5%) were confused about which co-principal should 
do what. 
One hundred ninety-six (67.8%) preferred co-principals. Two hundred eight 
(72%) students thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head 
principal. For a break down by school and grade level see Appendix G. 
As illustrated in Table 16, two hundred fifty-eight (60.0%) of all of the high school 
student surveyed thought that they did not know what the co-principals did. Two hundred 
fifty-nine (60.2%) were confused by the co-principals' roles. Two hundred seventy-eight 
(64.6%) did not prefer one principal. Three hundred seven (71.4%) thought that one co-
principal was really in charge. Two hundred eighty-five (66.3%) thought that they knew 
the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. See Appendix G for a break 
down by school and grade level. 
According to Table 17, three hundred eighty-five (53.5%) of all the students 
surveyed felt that they did not know what the co-principals did. Four hundred thirty-one 
(59.9%) were confused about which co-principals should do what. Four hundred seventy-
four (65.9%) preferred one principal. Five hundred ten (70.9%) felt that one co-principal 
was not really in charge. Four hundred ninety-three (68.5%) students thought that they 
knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. For a break down by 
school and grade level see Appendix G. 
To get students' perceptions about specific duties and responsibilities of co-
principals, they were also asked to respond to items dealing with the specific duties and 
responsibilities of the co-principals. Instead of using the major categories as given in the 
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Table 15 
Middle School Students' Perceptions of the Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 289 
YES NO 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 162 127 
(56.0%) (43.9%) 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 172 117 
(59.5) (40.5%) 
Would you rather have one principal? 93 196 
(32.2%) (67.8%) 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 86 203 
(29.7%) (70.2%) 
Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 208 81 
(72.0%) (28.0%) 
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Table 16 
High School Students' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Total Responses- 430 
YES NO 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 172 258 
(40.0%) (60.0%) 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 259 171 
(60.2%) (39.7%) 
Would you rather have one principal? 152 278 
(35.3%) (64.6%) 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 123 307 
(28.6%) (71.4%) 
Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 285 145 
(66.3%) (33.7%) 
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Table 17 
All Students' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 719 
YES NO 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 334 385 
(46.4%) (53.5%) 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 431 288 
(59.9%) (40.0%) 
Would you rather have one principal? 245 474 
(34.0%) . (65.9%) 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 209 510 
(29.0%) (70.9%) 
D~ you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 493 226 
(68.5%) (31.4%) 
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Principal's Performance Appraisal Instrument. the categories were broken down and the 
language changed. In Tables 18-20, the results of the student responses are given. In 
responding, students were asked to use the following code: I- principal for instruction; A-
principal for administration; B - both co-principals; and N - not sure. 
As shown in Table 18, two hundred thirty-eight (82.3%) of the middle school 
students thought that the PI worked with instruction and 139 (48.1 %) thought that he/she 
observed and evaluated teachers. 
The retnaining categories were selected by less than 50% of the responding students 
for each responsibility given. 
Uncertainity ranged from 26 (9%) for instruction to 88 (30.4%) for course 
objectives. See Appendix G for a break down by school and grade level. 
Table 19 illustrates that 363 (84.4%) of all the high school respondents thought that 
the PI worked with instruction. The other categories received less than 50% of the 
responses for the remaining items. 
Uncertainty ranged from 37 (8.6%) for instruction to 146 (33.9%) for ordering 
supplies and equipment. See Appendix G for a break down by school and grade level. 
Table 20 shows that six hundred one (83.6%) of all student respondents thought 
that the PI worked with instruction. 
Uncertainty ranged from 63 (8.7%) for instruction to 215 (29.9%) for supervision 
of janitors. 
Finally, students were also asked to write the name of the principal for instruction 
and the principal for administration of the school they were attending. The results of their 
responses are given in Tables 21-23. They will be presented by organizational level, and 
summarized for the system. See Appendix G for a break down by school and grade level. 
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Table 18 
Middle School Students' Perceptions of the Re:;;oonsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 289 
I A B N NR 
Work with 238 11 13 26 1 
instruction (82.3%) (3.8%) (4.5%) (9.0%) (0.4CJc) 
Student 53 103 82 50 1 
schedules (18.3%) (35.6%) (28.4%) (17.3%) (0.4CJc) 
Prepare 33 102 91 62 1 
budget (11.4%) (35.3%) (31.5%) (21.4%) (0.4CJc) 
Approve use 46 70 95 78 0 
of building (15.9%) (24.2%) (32.9%) (27.0%) (O.OCJc) 
School 55 56 104 74 0 
objectives (19.0%) (19.4%) (36.0%) (25.6%) (0.0%) 
Course 91 51 59 88 0 
objectives (31.5%) (17.6%) (20.4%) (30.4%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 139 52 69 29 0 
teachers (48.1%) (18.0%) (23.9%) (10.0%) (0.0%) 
Student 81 86 85 35 2 
behavior (28.0%) (29.7%) (29.4%) (12.1 %) (0.7%) 
Parents 68 63 108 48 2 
(23.5%) (21.8%) (37.4%) (16.6%) (0.7%) 
Public 77 75 75 62 0 
relations (26.6%) (26.0%) (26.0%) (21.4%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 61 103 72 52 1 
equipment (21.1 %) (35.6%) (24.9%) (18.0%) (0.4%) 
Janitors 78 84 54 73 0 
(27.0%) (29.1%) (18.7%) (25.2%) (0.0%) 
Buses 41 116 89 43 0 
(14.1 %) (41.2%) (30.8%) (14.8%) (0.0%) 
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Table 19 
High School Students' Perceptions of the Re~ponsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 430 
I A B N NR 
Work with 363 9 20 37 1 
instruction (84.4%) (2.1 %) (4.6%) (8.6%) (0.2%) 
Student 97 190 45 95 3 
schedules (22.5%) (44.2%) (10.4%) (22.1 %) (0.7%) 
Prepare 36 159 117 118 0 
budget (8.4%) (36.9%) (27.2%) (27.4%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 69 132 106 121 2 
of building (16.0%) (30.7%) (24.6%) (28.1 %) (0.4%) 
School 102 86 149 90 3 
objectives (23.7%) (20.0%) (34.6%) (20.9%) (0.7%) 
Course 139 86 81 122 2 
objectives (32.3%) (20.0%) (18.8%) (28.4%) (0.4%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 127 111 108 82 2 
teachers (29.5%) (25.8%) (25.1 %) (19.1%) (0.4%) 
Student 140 108 97 84 1 
behavior (32.5%) (25.1 %) (22.5%) (19.5%) (0.2%) 
Parents 92 90 160 87 1 
(21.4%) (20.9%) (37.2%) (20.2%) (0.2%) 
Public 67 118 109 132 4 
relations (15.6%) (27.4%) (25.3%) (30.7%) (0.9%) 
Supplies/ 86 111 83 146 4 
equipment (20.0%) (25.8%) (19.3%) (33.9%) (0.9%) 
Janitors 82 137 68 142 1 
(19.1%) (31.8%) (15.8%) (33.0%) (0.2%) 
Buses 98 162 67 102 1 
(22.8%) (37.6%) (15.6%) (23.7%) (0.2%) 
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Table 20 
All Srudents' Perceptions of the Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 719 
I A B N NR 
Work with 601 20 33 63 2 
instruction (83.6%) (2.8%) (4.6%) (8.7%) (0.3%) 
Student 150 293 127 145 4 
schedules (20.8%) (40.7%) (17.6%) (20.1 %) (0.5%) 
Prepare 69 261 208 180 1 
budget (9.6%) (36.3%) (28.9%) (25.0%) (0.1%) 
Approve use 115 202 201 199 2 
the building (16.0%) (28.1%) (27.9%) (27.7%) (0.3%) 
School 157 142 253 164 3 
objectives (21.8%) (19.7%) (35.2%) (22.8%) (0.4%) 
Course 230 137 140 210 2 
objectives (32.0%) (19.0%) (19.5%) (29.2%) (0.3%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 266 163 177 111 2 
teachers (37.0%) (22.7%) (24.6%) (15.4%) (0.3%) 
Student 221 194 182 119 3 
behavior (30.7%) (27.0%) (25.3%) (16.5%) (0.4%) 
Parents 160 153 268 134 3 
(22.2%) (21.3%) (37.3%) (18.6%) (0.4%) 
Public 144 193 184 194 4 
relations (20.0%) (26.8%) (25.6%) (27.0%) (0.5%) 
Supplies/ 147 214 155 198 5 
equipment (20.4%) (29.7%) (21.5%) (27.5%) (0.7%) 
Janitors 160 221 122 215 1 
(22.2%) (30.7%) (16.9%) (29.9%) (0.1 %) 
Buses 139 278 156 145 1 
(19.3%) (38.6%) (21.7%) (20.1%) (0.1 %) 
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According to Table 21, 223 (77 .1%) of the middle school students named the 
principal for administration correctly. Two hundred twenty-two (76.8%) correctly named 
the principal for instruction. See Appendix G for a break down ry grade level. 
In Table 22, 236 (54.9%) of the high school respondents named the PI correctly. 
Two hundred fony-five (56.9%) correctly named the PA. For a break down by grade level 
see Appendix G. 
In Table 23, four hundred fifty-eight (63.7%) of the students system-wide named 
the P! correctly and 468 (65.0%) correctly named the PA. See Appendix G for a break 
down by grade level. 
Parents (n = 115) 
The parent participants initially responded to five (5) questions that gave their 
general perceptions of the co-principals. The results are given in Table 24. 
According to Table 24, 58 (50.4%) of the responding parents preferred to work 
with one principal and did not think one co-principal was really in charge. Seventy 
(60.8%) of the parents thought that they understood the difference between a co-principal 
and a head principal. 
The second group of survey items addressed co-principal duties and 
responsibilities. Parents were asked to respond to the following question: Which co-
principal in your child(ren)' school(s) is responsible for the following? In responding, 
they used the following code: I - principal for instruction; A - principal for administration; 
B - both co-principals; and N - not sure. The results are presented in Table 25. 
According to Table 25, 87 (75.6%) of the parents thought that the PI worked with 
instruction. Sixty-eight (59.1 %) thought that he/she prepared student schedules. Sixty 
(52.1 %) thought that the PI established course objectives. Sixty-four (55.6%) thought that 
the PA approved use of the building and supervised buses and bus drivers. 
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Table 21 
Middle School Students' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 289 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Prir:cipal for 222 57 10 
Instruction (76.8%) (19.7%) (3.5%) 
Principal for 223 57 9 
Administration (77.1%) (19.7%) (3.1 %) 
Table 22 
High School Students' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 430 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 236 136 58 
Instruction (54.9%) (31.6%) (13.5%) 
Principal for 245 113 72 
Administration (56.9%) (26.3%) (16. 7%) 
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Table 23 
All Students' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses -719 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 458 193 68 
Instruction (63.7%) (26.8%) (9.4%) 
Principal for 468 170 81 
Administration (65.0%) (23.6%) (11.2o/c) 
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Table 24 
All Parents' General Perceptions of the Co-Principalship 
Total Responses- 115 
YES NO NR 
Do you know what each 47 55 13 
ccrprincipal does? (40.8%) (47.8%) (11.3) 
Are you ever confused 
about which ccrprincipal 
you should contact about 56 46 13 
something? (48.7%) (40.0%) (11.3%) 
Would you rather work 58 43 14 
with one principal? (50.4%) (37.4%) (12.2o/c) 
Do you think one ccr 
principal is really in 41 58 16 
charge? (35.6%) (50.4%) (13.9%) 
Do you understand the 
difference between a 
ccrprincipal and a 70 32 13 
head principal? (60.8%) (27.8%) (11.3%) 
95 
Table25 
All Pa~nts' PerceQtions of the ResQonsibiliries of the Co-PrinciQals 
Total Responses- 115 
A B N NR 
Work with 87 6 7 12 3 
instruction (75.6%) (5.2%) (6.1 %) (10.4%) (2.6%) 
Student 68 18 13 12 4 
schedules (59.1 %) (15.6%) (11.3%) (10.4q() (3.5%) 
Prepare 10 53 28 17 7 
budget (8.7%) (46.1%) (24.3%) (14.8%) (6.1 %) 
Approve use 10 64 24 12 5 
of building ( 8.7%) (55.6%) (20.8%) (10.4%) (4.3%) 
School 12 15 76 8 4 
objectives (10.4%) (13.0%) (66.1%) ( 6.9%) (3.5%) 
Course 60 12 30 7 6 
objectives (52.1%) (10.4%) (26.1 %) ( 6.1%) (5.2%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 44 12 45 12 2 
teachers (38.2%) (10.4%) (39.1%) (10.4%) (1.7%) 
Student 17 19 62 14 3 
behavior (14.8%) (16.5%) (53.9%) (12.2%) (2.6%) 
Parents 11 6 81 12 5 
(9.5%) (5.2%) (70.4%) (10.4%) (4.3%) 
Public 11 48 45 16 1 
relations (9.5%) (41.7%) (39.1%) (13.9%) (0.8%) 
Supplies/ 12 56 33 12 2 
equipment (10.4%) (48.7%) (28.7%) (10.4%) (1.7%) 
Janitors 16 50 28 13 3 
(13.9%) (43.5%) (24.3%) (11.3%) (2.6%) 
Buses 18 64 15 17 1 
(15.6%) (55.6%) (13.0%) (14.8%) (0.8%) 
Seventy-six (66.1%) of the responding parents thought that both co-principals 
established school objectives. Sixty-two (53.9%) thought that both 
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handled student behavior and 81 (70.4%) responding parents thought that both conferenced 
with parents. 
Finally, parents were asked to write the names of the co-principals for 
administration and instruction in the schools their child(ren) attended. Table 26 shows the 
results of their responses. It shows that 88 (76.5%) of all parent respondents named the 
principal for instruction correctly and 92 (80%) correctly named th~ principal for 
administration. 
Purnose 5: To Present The Similarities/Differences In Perceptions Of The 
Subgroubs Noted In Point 4. 
The subgroups that participated in this study had many similarities and fewer 
differences. These will be discussed in terms of the subgroups' perceptions about roles, 
duties, and responsibilities. 
CO-PRINCIPAL ROLES 
Board Members and Professional Educators (n = 165) 
Board members and professional educators (superintendents, central office 
administrators, co-principals and teachers) had a good understanding of the major roles or 
domains for which each co-principal was responsible. This may be attributed to the board 
members, superintendent and some central office administrators being involved in the 
evaluation of co-principals. 
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Table 26 
All Parents' Response to Naming Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 115 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 88 9 18 
Instruction (76.5%) ( 7.8%) (15.6%) 
Principal for 92 6 17 
Administration (80.0%) ( 5.2%) (14.8%) 
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Students (n = 719) 
The majority of the students were also able to identify the ccrprincipal who was 
responsible for a panicular role or domain. In responding to which ccrprincipal was 
responsible for the instructional or administrative domain, 223 (77%) of the middle school 
students named both correctly. Two hundred thiny-six (54.9%) of the high school 
students named the instructional ccrprincipal correctly and 245 (56.9%) correctly named 
the administrative ccrprincipal. Percentage-wise rnidc .>chool students did better than the 
high school students in naming the administrative and instructional co-principals. 
One hundred ninety-six (67 .8%) of the middle school students preferred ccr 
principals, and 278 (64.6%) of the high school students preferred co-principals. 
CO-PRINCIPAL DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
Duties and responsibilities caused some difficulty for most subgroups. The 
researcher looked at how well the perceptions matched what was dictated by the job 
descriptions. According to the job descriptions, the survey items for board members, 
central office administrators, and teachers should have been coded thusly: 
General oversight and planning 
School and classroom objectives 
Personnel organization and management 
Clientele relationships and their 
management 
Allocation of supplies, equipment, 
and support services 
B (Both) 
B (Both) 
B (Both) 
B (Both) 
B (Both) 
From the coding, one can see that ooth co-principals had some role to play in addressing 
the five major responsibilities listed above. 
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Board members and Professional Educators Cn = 139) 
Board members, central office administrators, and teachers were asked to match the 
categories given above with whom they thought was responsible. A greater number of all 
three groups selected both co-principals as taking care of general planning and oversight. 
This was in agreement with the job descriptions. Board members selected both co-
principals as being in charge of school and classroom objectives, which again is in 
agreement with the job descriptions. Central office administrators and teachers selected the 
PI as being in charge of school and classroom objectives. 
Personnel organization and management, according to the majority of the board 
members and central office administrators, was handled by the P A. This response was not 
in agreement with the job description. Teachers were evenly divided between the PI and 
both co-principals, which is closer to the job descriptions which call for both to handle this 
responsibility. 
Tne handling of cliental relationships and their management was designated as the 
responsibility of the PA by a li nle less than half of the board members. Central office 
administrators were evenly divided between both co-principals and the P A. The teachers at 
both organizational levels felt that both co-principals were responsible for cliental matters. 
They were in agreement with the job descriptions. 
About one-third of the board members saw the PA as being responsible for 
allocating supplies, equipment, and support services. Central office administrators were 
again divided evenly between the PA and both co-principals as allocators of supplies, 
equipment, and suppon services. The teachers at both levels viewed this as the 
responsibility of the PA. 
All groups' perceptions were in close agreement with the job descriptions, but 
teachers' perceptions matched job descriptions best. Next carne the central office 
administrators and then board members. Most of the board members have business 
backgrounds and assigned some tasks to the administrative co-principals that the job 
description assigned to both or to the instructional co-principal. 
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Looking at the perceptions strictly on a majority basis (50% or more), the teachers 
matched two functions: general planning and oversight and cliental relationships and their 
management. Board members and central office administrators matched one: general 
planning and oversight. 
Students (n = 719) 
The majority (56%) of the students at the middle school level felt that they knew 
what the co-principals did, yet 59.5% were confused sometimes about which co-principal 
should do what. One hundred seventy-two (40%) of the high school students felt that they 
knew what each co-principal did, but 60% felt confused about which co-principal should 
do what. 
In looking at specific duties and responsiblities as they were given on the student 
survey, the responses that matched the job descriptions are as follows: 
Work with instruction 
Student schedules 
Budget preparation. 
Approve building use. 
School objectives 
Course objectives 
Observe/evaluate teachers 
I 
A 
A (B) 
A 
B 
I 
Student behavior 
Parents 
Public relations. 
Supplies/equipment 
Custodians. 
Buses/bus drivers 
According to the administrative structure that was selected most often for a 
particular task, the students matched the following responsibilities with the job 
descriptions: 
-work with instruction 
-prepare student schedules 
-prepare the budget 
A 
B 
I 
A (B) 
A 
A 
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-establish school and course objectives 
-observe and evaluate teachers 
-conference with parents 
-take care of supplies and equipment. and support services 
-supervise custodians, buses and bus drivers 
Looking at the results in a stricter sense, using majority (50% or more) selection, rather 
than which category received the greatest number, the students matched one function: work 
with instruction. 
Parents (n = 115) 
According to the administrative structure that was selected most often for a task, 
parents were able to match the following responsibilities on the survey with the co-
principals' job descriptions: 
-work with instruction 
-prepare the budget 
-approve use of the building 
-establish school and course objectives 
-conference with parents 
-take care of supplies, equipment, and support services 
-supervise custodians, buses, and bus drivers. 
Looking at the results in a stricter sense, using majority (50% or more) selection, 
rather then which category received the greatest number, the parents matched six functions: 
-work with instruction 
-approve use of the building 
-establish school objectives 
-establish course objectives 
-conference with parents 
-supervise buses, and bus drivers. 
According to ability to match the co-principals with their appropriate responsibilities, 
parents seemed to be more knowledgeable and aware than were the students. 
Pumose 6: To Identify The Strengths And Weaknesses Of The Co-principalship 
ill. Perceived fu The Groups Noted In Point .1. 
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STRENGTHS 
The following subgroups of respondents were asked to share their perceptions of 
the strengths and weaknesses of the co-principalship. The strengths and weaknesses will 
be listed as taken from the interview transcripts or the survey instruments. 
Board Members 
-With co-principals one can possibly have more expertise in all areas 
- A co-principal could develop more expertise in an area because it would not be 
fragmented 
-If successful, cooperation is absolutely required; this would dilute the "corruption 
of power" 
- It tends to create a more balanced administrative setting in terms of leadership 
styles 
-It allows for a better distribution of the duties and responsibilities. 
Superintendent 
- Provides a clear signal that curriculum and instruction has equal value to the 
traditional administrative responsibilities. 
Central Office Administrators 
- A co-principal becomes a specialist in his/her area of responsibility 
- It allows the responsibilities to be divided and makes it easier for teachers to have 
someone to handle and follow up on concerns 
- Provides additional focus on instruction 
- Provides a support person in decision making who is a true peer 
- Facilitates better programming because time and attention can be devoted to the 
assigned area of responsibility 
- Since there is a specialized person to deal with problems, issues, and concerns in 
a given domain, they should be dealt with more quickly 
- Lines of accountability are much clearer 
- More time to do things that are specific to an area 
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- The strength of two people to problem solve 
- Can put people in roles that capitalize on their strengths 
- The two co-principals can share after school and night activities 
- Provides teachers two people to relate to 
- Allows a system to attract and hold good administrators who would seek the head 
principal's role, but would not take an assistant principal's job 
Co-Principals 
- Permits co-principals to do a more thorough job in their areas of responsibility 
- Provides better administrative coverage of a variety of things 
- Provides someone to talk to who has the same unique concern 
- Instructional program can go on without being interrupted by the operational 
activities of the school 
- Person with instructional responsibilites has equal status with the administrative 
co-principal 
- Provides defmite instructional leadership 
-Two leadership style possibilities can relate to more staff members 
- Increases visibility of admininistrators to staff and students 
- Increases accessibility 
- Great benefit in the area of teacher observations and evaluations 
Teachers 
- Provides for sharing of responsibilities, problems, and praise 
- Provides two opinions which make for an interesting and stimulating situation 
- In absence of one co-principal, the other is available to make decisions 
- Enables schools to utilize and emphasize individual strengths 
- More time and energy to be given with two to share the paperwork 
- Allows more focus on the major areas: instructions and administration 
- Increases accessibility of the administrators to teachers 
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- Distributes power 
- Provides a support system for the co-principals 
-More likely to get problems solved more quickly 
- Administrative egos are less likely to get stepped on 
- Co-principals can specialize in one area 
- Better management of the overall school program 
-Always a person of authority in the building 
- Two opinions with better access to advice and assistance 
- If you have a disagreement with one, you still feel relatively secure with the other 
- Personnel have a choice of whom to go to with problems; \\ith one principal, 
some faculty members feel intimidated 
- Improved human and race relationships 
- Greater emphasis is placed on working together which has a trickle down effect 
on the entire faculty 
- Every aspect of the school is under close scrutiny 
- More people have leadership opportunities 
- One's weakness may be another's strength 
- Increased variation in the instructional program 
- Requisitions for supplies/equipment are handled faster 
- "Two heads" are often better in planning the entire program of the school 
- Two persons to share ideas, and brainstorm to solve difficult problems 
- A more professionsal job is done in instruction and planning 
- Promotes better teacher morale 
- Co-Principals do not get as stressed out and can do more innovative and creative 
approaches to curriculum 
- You aren't likely to have two duds 
- Discipline is better 
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- More can be accomplished for students 
WEAKNESSES 
Board Members 
-No final boss 
- Parents wonder if the person they are dealing with can cause change 
- Sometimes there is a need to promote a person but feel he/she would not "fit" the 
prospective co-principal 
- Strong person ends up being seen as a head principal thereby causing jealousy on 
the part of the weaker person 
- A co-principal would not get experience to become a head principal in another or 
changed system 
- Tends to be a lack of well-defined job descriptions that confuses co-principals and 
teachers 
- Areas of responsibility are not clearly defined in minds of parents and students 
-Easy for co-principals to "pass the buck" -Weak co-principals can "hide" 
behind the abilities of a strong partner Superintendent 
-Difficulty in attracting and maintaining leaders who are willing to accept equal 
billing as a partner in the leadership of a school 
- Persons who have the personality to deal effectively with a partner may have a 
different philosophy, or different level of ego needs and gratification -causing a 
human relations problem 
- Takes extraordinary time and effon to get the unique personalities to work well 
together 
- Students may not know who the principal is 
- Dilutes the student concept of the principal as head of the school 
- Sometimes when a vacancy occurs, the person left has perceived weaknesses that 
one must tty to counterbalance when appointing the partner 
Central Office Administrators 
- When friction occurs between the partners it causes difficulty for the teachers 
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- In some situations the organizational plan does not allow clear distinctions in some 
areas of responsibility causing some tasks to fall through the cracks 
- Incompatability in personalities 
-Power struggles- "turfdom" 
- Lack of communication between partners causes other to get different messages 
- Perception of the public is normally geared toward one person being in charge 
- Decision making is slowed do'Wll 
-Teachers may not know the line of demarcation 
- More expensive 
- When styles and personalities do not mesh, the team has added stress 
-Need someone to ultimately assume final responsibility 
- Management is more difficult when quick decisions are needed 
-Technically and legally there has to be "one" in charge 
- Teachers may try to play one co-principal against the other 
-Gray areas of job responsibilities require team work and all personalities aren't 
geared this way 
Co-Principals 
- Staff difficulty in separating each role 
-No "buck stopper" 
- Misunderstanding of the roles by students, parents, and teachers 
- Danger of an ego getting in the ·.;.·u.y of team play 
- Poor communication between partners 
- Having to make a decision when the partner is not there and not knowing all the 
facts 
- Not cost effective 
- Less efficient when immediate decisions are required 
-When co-principals disagree and aren't willing to compromise 
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-Game playing, trade-offs, and shifting of responsibilities 
- One person is usually more capable than his/her parmer 
- Competitiveness 
- Sometimes one partner dominates the other Teachers 
- Lines of authority are not clear 
- Students and parents confused about who is in charge 
-Territorial- co-principal may feel defensive ifparmer is consulted in his/her "area" 
-Teachers (especially new staff members) do not understand the delineation of 
duties 
- Differences in philosophies promote faculty polarization 
- Opponunities to "pass the buck" (that's not my area) 
- Strong personality can dominate in decision malcing 
- May give conflicting information/opinions about the same issues/problems 
-Sometimes one co-principal becomes the main "work horse" 
- Each fearful of stepping into the other's domain 
-Costly 
- Creates friction if the partners do not get along 
- Decision making is fragmented 
- Power struggles can develop between the two 
- Personality clashes between the two sometimes - evidence of compatability is 
missing 
- Sometimes decisions made by one co-principal are reversed by the other 
- Poor communication between co-principals causes confusion 
- Teachers will go to the co-principal they have the best relationship with rather than 
who is responsible for that area 
- Some duties fall through the cracks 
- Staff and teachers often confused by different philosophies 
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-Too much work on the instructional principal 
- Teachers have to please two people 
-Students and teachers often play one against the other 
- There is no one totally responsible or in charge 
- Often the load is not evenly divided 
-One co-principal can survive without doing his/her job -the panner covers for 
both 
-Job description allows the principal for administration not to be involved in the 
most important function in the school - instruction 
- Lot of "stepping on toes", rather than sharing and conferring 
- Ego problems 
-No "head"- although in practice, one tends to be "more equal" than the other 
- Increased meeting times 
- More paperwork -requests from both co-principals 
- A twcr-headed organization can go off in many directions 
- The right hand doesn't know what the left hand is doing - lack of constant 
communication 
- Principal for administration may be viewed as not doing anything 
ADDmONAL RESULTS 
Some special questions were asked of the subgroups that were interviewed. Their 
responses are shared below. 
1. What attributes should be considered when assigning co-principal teams? 
Suoerintendent 
- Personalities 
- Communication style 
-Compatibility in philosophy, personality, and temperament 
-Competence in cu.•·Ticulum and administration 
Co-Principals 
- Adaptability 
- Self -confidence 
-Interests/personal skills 
- Ability to compromise 
- Flexibility 
- Willingness to share authority 
- Acceptance of the co-principal concept 
Central Office Administrators 
- A consensus builder 
- "Healthy" ego 
- Competence in area of responsibility 
- Communication skills 
- Philosophy of education 
- Leadership style 
- Flexibility/ability to work with others 
- Team player 
-Knowledgeable in both areas 
-Congeniality 
-Perceptual differences (may allow for more desirable decisions) 
-Versatility 
- Person who can tolerate ambiguous situations 
- Facilitator rather than an authoritative person 
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- Open-mindedness 
- Adaptability in leadership styles 
- Good listener 
- Work ethics 
2. What recommendations would you make to increase effectiveness? 
Superintendent 
- Select the right people 
- Have clear-cut job descriptions 
-Make sure there is enough flexibility even with those lines of demarcation in 
responsibilities 
Central Office Administrators 
-Select teams carefully 
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-provide orientation and ongoing training component (include principals and new 
staff members in the orientation) 
-Involve co-principals in the selection process 
- Orient staff and general public to the concept 
- Sponsor team-building activities 
- Rotate responsibilities among the partners 
- Encourage communication and information sharing 
- Carefully screen for compatibility between the team members 
-Provide workshops on leadership styles, methods of communication, and 
decision making 
- Try to get a balance between aggressiveness and submissiveness in each team 
member 
- Encourage team members not to make assumptions about tasks being done 
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- Remove the concept 
- Provide opportunities for annual renewal 
- Make sure job descriptions are absolutely clear in everyone's mind 
- Provide more publicity about the concept to all staff and personnel 
- Provide opportunities for sharing of successes and problems 
Co-Principals 
- Move to the head principalship 
- Encourage constant communication between team members 
- Rotate the co-principal roles every two years 
- Give co-principal opportunity to have input in the selection of his/her partner 
- Provide time for the team to get know one another prior to assuming the 
leadership of a school 
- Provide inservice training annually (management skills, leadership training, etc.) 
- D.reful screening 
- Emphasize getting the job done rather than following strict job descriptions 
- Provide staff development for teachers on the rationale and advantages of a co-
principalship 
The researcher also looked at the number of years of experience and gender to 
determine if there were some major differences or similarities. More of the male teachers 
with 1-5 years of experience with the co-principalship preferred the co-principalship. 
Those with six to 15 years of experience preferred one principal. 
More of the female teachers with one to ten years of experience with the co-
principalship preferred the co-principalship. Those with 11-20 years of experience 
preferred one principal. 
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The number of years in the school system or experience in a school with co-
principals did not seem to affect the students' knowledge and awareness about the roles. 
duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals. Some students who had attended the High 
Point Schools since kindergarten responded with very little knowledge to the survey items; 
some students who had been in the System only one or two years, responded in a very 
knowledgeable manner. 
The student subgroup included 328 males and 391 females. About the same 
percentage of males (47.5) thought they knew what each co-principal did as females (45.5) 
Fifty-one percent of the males and 66.8% of the females experienced confusion about what 
co-principal should do what One hundred ten (33.5%) of the males and 135 (34.5%) of 
the females preferred one principal. Eighty-nine (27.1 %) of the males and 121 (30.9%) of 
the females thought that one co-principal was really in charge. Two hundred twenty-four 
(68.3%) of the males and 269 (68.8%) of the females knew the difference between a co-
principal and a head principal. 
One hundred ninety-two (58.5%) of the males and 266 (68.0%) of the females 
named the principal for instruction correctly. The principal for administration was named 
correctly by 58.5% (192) males and 57.0% (223) females. 
A majority of the males and females matched work \\ith instruction with the 
principal for instruction: two hundred seventy-five (83.8%) of the male students and 326 
0 
(83.4%) of the female students. The percentages for responses by male and female students 
were very close. There were no major differences. 
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SUMMARY 
This post hoc case study of the co-principalship as implemented in High Point, 
Nonh Carolina in the fall of 1976, involved seven subgroups that were associated with the 
school system in the past or currently. The purpose of this study was to provide an 
assessment of this administrative concept based on the perceptions of the subgroups. For 
this assessment, data were collected from the subgroups though surveys and interviews. 
In 1975-76, the High Point School System faced a number of issues and concerns. 
As these were discussed, the idea of co-principals surfaced as one strategy that could be 
employed to address the concerns in a positive manner. It was decided that one co-
principal would be in charge of administration and the other in charge of 
curriculum/instruction. They would exercise authority in their domain of responsibility. 
This concept was officially adopted by the Board in April1976. 
Job descriptions were developed by the Superintendent working with principals and 
members of his executive staff. The job descriptions outlined specific responsibilities that 
served as the 'meat' or 'heart' of a particular domain - instruction or administration - and 
also provided responsibilities that would be handled jointly by both co-principals. 
Over the years, as personalities assuming the roles of co-principals changed, some 
deviations from the original job descriptions occurred. Depending on the team, one may or 
may not be able to determine from the job description what each co-principal did. This has 
caused some confusion for a majority of the subgroups involved in this study. 
The co-principalship as implemented in High Point was expected to accomplish the 
following goals: 
1. Improved teacher evaluations 
2. Improved school-level planning 
3. Improved student discipline 
4. Improved instructional leadership 
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Most of the subgroup participants felt that the goals were achieved but thought that other 
factors had some influence also. 
The seven subgroups gave their perceptions of the co-principalship in terms of the 
roles (instruction and administration), duties, and responsibilities. Board members, 
superintendents, and a segment (associate superintendents) of the central office 
administrative staff were involved in assessing the co-principals' job perfonnance and were 
very knowledgeable about their roles. 
Board members, the remaining central office administrators, teachers, students, and 
parents had varying degrees of difficulty in differentiating responsibilities by roles and 
experienced some confusion in this process. Over half of the students and parents surveyed 
could correctly name t.~e co-principals according to role. 
A majority of the teachers at the middle school level preferred c<rprincipals and a 
majority at the high school level preferred one principal. At least 65% of the middle and 
high school students preferred c<rprincipals over having one principal. Fifty-eight 
(50.4%) of the parents preferred to work with one principal. 
The strengths of the co-principalship that reoccurred in the responses given by the 
various subgroups were as follows: 
- Allowed c<rprincipals the opportunity to devote time to and develop expertise in 
one area 
-Provided a balance in leadership styles 
- Afforded a better distribution of duties and responsibilities 
- Provided additional focus on instruction and programming 
-Capitalized on individual strengths 
- Increased the accessibility of administrators 
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The weaknesses of the co-principalship that reoccurred in the responses of various 
subgroups were as follows: 
- No final boss 
- Confusion about duties and responsibilities 
-Difficult to get persons teamed who are compatible in personality, ego, and 
philosophy 
- Power struggles 
- Inefficient decision making 
- Teachers and students can play one against the other 
- Lack of communication between team members causes conflict and confusion 
The co-principalship as implemented in High Point has accomplished, to a great 
degree, the goals it was implemented to achieve. And though it worked with some success 
for a period of 12 years, there is a general feeling that its day has passed. There is strong 
suppon for the continuation of the phaseout of co-principals that was begun in the fall 1987 
with an accompanying move to the head principal/assistant principal administrative 
structure. 
CHAPTERV 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR FURTHER STUDY 
INTRODUCTION 
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This case study provided an assessment of the co-principalship as implemented in 
High Point, North Carolina from 1976-1989 based on the perceptions of seven subgroups: 
board members, superintendents, central office administrators, co-principals, teachers, 
students, and parents. Board members, superintendents, central office administrators, and 
co-principals were interviewed to determine their perceptions of the co-principalship. 
However, teachers, students, and parents were surveyed to determine their perceptions of 
the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals. 
The co-principalship represents an administrative structure in which the functions of 
the principal are divided into two domains - administration and curriculum/instruction. 
Each member of a co-principal team is assigned one of these domains as his/her primary 
responsibility. The assignment of a role (administration or curriculum/instruction) is based 
on individual strengths and interests. The two team members serve as co-equals and exert 
authority in the area(s) for which they are responsible. 
'!be main focus of this concept is to enhance the role of the principal as instructional 
leader. In addition, it provides time and emphasis for instructional duties without 
interference from the administrative tasks. 
In this chapter, a summary of the study, fmdings, conclusions, and 
recommendations for funher study are presented. 
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SUMMARY 
The principal's role has evolved from one of being primarily a manager to one of 
being a manager and instructional leader. Early expectations of the principal were very 
direct and straightforward. However, as time passed, the expectations grew in number and 
complexity. This occurrence did not decrease the desire of legislators, boards of education 
and the public-at-large for principals to be competent and effective. The many 
responsibilities of the principalship can be divided into two major domains- administration 
and curriculum/instruction. Along with these major areas are many responsibilities that 
may not clearly fit in.o one domain or the other. Because of the quantity and complexity of 
the duties and responsibilities, some have questioned whether it is realistic to expect one 
person to effectively discharge all of these. 
In response to this issue, several school systems have adopted a dual leader 
approach. In this approach, usually two administrators with equal authority are assigned as 
a team. In many cases they are called co-principals. Each is responsible for one of the 
major areas of responsibility. The one assigned the instructional responsibilities assumes 
the role of principal for instruction, director of instruction or director of academic affairs. 
The one assigned the administrative responsibilities assumes the role of principal for 
administration or director of administrative services. 
The co-principalship, once implemented, may or may not provide all of the answers 
anticipated. In some locations, it was discontinued after only one year. This could be 
attributed to the confusion experienced by affected groups in determining who was 
responsible for what; power struggles that developed between team members who were not 
compatible; cost; or perhaps just a dislike for the concept. 
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High Point Public Schools, the focus of this case study, implemented the co-
principal ship in 1976 and has maintained it for the past 12 years. It was implemented in the 
five secondary schools and continued as such until 1987. At that time, a phaseout began 
which eliminated co-principals in two of the middle schools. Currently the co-principalship 
remains in one middle school and two high schools. 
The population involved in this study (board members, superintendents, central 
office administrators, co-principals, teachers, students, and parents) gave their perceptions 
of the roles, duties and responsibilities of the co-principals in High Point. Most of the 
subgroups in this study knew what major area of responsibility a co-principal was 
assigned. The difficulty arose with determining who was responsible for specific functions 
that did not fall into either of the major areas. 
The general feeling among current board members, the current superintendent, and 
a majority of the co-principals was that the continued phaseout of this concept was the right 
direction to take at this time. The majority of the central office administrators, students, 
and middle school teachers preferred the co-principalship over having one principal. The 
majority of the high school teachers and the parents preferred one principal over having co-
principals. 
The strengths of the co-principalship as noted in the literature that were also 
exhibited by the co-principalship in the High Point School System are as follows: improved 
student discipline, and the utilization of strengths, while minimizing weaknesses of the 
administrative staff. According to some of the respondents in this study, the co-
principalship has also struggled with some of the weaknesses as noted in the literature, 
such as the professionals involved may not be personally and philosophically compatible; 
teachers and other personnel may be confused when principal assistance is needed with a 
problem which falls in a dual area of responsibility; and principals may clash regarding 
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overlapping areas. The respondents did not feel that the weaknesses cited were 
irreversible. Some of the recommendations given by the respondents to address these 
weaknesses were: providing comprehensive and ~mgoing inservice activities for co-
principals; conducting awareness sessions for all personnel and the public; and carefully 
screening potential teammates. 
The use of dual leaders is not the only way to address the quantity and complexity 
of the responsibilities of school level administrators and more specifically, to address 
instructional leadership. The more recent move has been to increase the role of effective 
teachers in the decision-making apparatus of instructional programming. Effective teachers 
c<W =:lso provide leadership and promote instructional improvement by using their expertise 
and experience in helping beginning and weak teachers, conducting staff development and 
developing instructional materials, to name a few. This involvement of teachers spreads 
accountability and relieves the need for the principal to be all things to all people. This does 
not reduce or remove the need for accountability on the part of the administrator. He/she 
must provide overall leadership and direction so that continued progress can be made. 
FINDINGS 
The literature supports the view that the principal's role and responsibilities have 
grown in number and complexity through the years. School systems must address this 
viewpoint in a way that is appropriate and effective for them. When a new administrative 
structure is adopted and implemented in response to the reality of these administrative 
demands and expectations, an assessment of that concept is quite appropriate. While the 
concept is still intact, it is crucial to examine the perceptions of the various subgroups 
involved or affected. 
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This study explored seven subgroups view of the co-principalship in High Point 
based on each respondent's experiences and situations. It attempted to address the 
following purposes: 
1. (a) To present the circumstances su."TTunding the implementation of the co-
principalship and (b) To present the conceptual framework of the co-
principalship; 
2. To present the goals the co-principalship was expected to achieve; 
3. To present the perceptions of the following groups as to the achievement of 
the goals of the co-principalship as implemented in High Point: 
a. School board members, who were/or are on the school board during 
the co-principal period in High Point -
b. Superintendent(s) who served/or is serving during the co-
principalship period in High Point 
c. Central office administrators who were/or are administrators in High 
Point during the co-principal period 
d. Persons who have served and/or are currently serving as co-
principals in High Point 
e. Teachers who have served and/or are currently serving in High 
Point school with co-principals; 
4. To present the perceptions of the groups noted above along with those of 
students and parents as to the roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-
principals in High Point; 
5. To present the similarities/differences in perceptions of the groups noted in 
Point 4; and 
6. To present the strengths and/or weaknesses of the co-principalship as 
perceived by the groups noted in Point 3. 
Analysis of the data collected led to the following fmdings: 
The data in Table 27 points out very strongly that the perception of the constituents of High 
Point Public Schools was that the co-principalship accomplished the goals it was 
implemented to achieve. 
Table 27 
Summary Table For Goal Achievement of the Co-Principalship in High Point 
Brei 
Memb. 
Teacher 
Evaluation NS 
Student 
Discipline NS 
Instructional 
Leadership NS 
School-level 
Planning NS 
Note: N S - not sure 
Imp - improved 
NC - no change 
Ctr Off. 
Supt. Admin Co-Prin. 
Imp. Imp. Imp. 
Imp. Imp. Imp. 
Imp. Imp. Imp. 
NC Imp. Imp. 
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Teachers 
Imp. 
Imp. 
Imp. 
Imp. 
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Table 28 presents the uncen.ainties encountered by the subgroups when identifying 
the specific roles, duties, and responsibilities of the co-principals. The current 
Superintendent, and the parents selected both co-principals more frequently than the other 
subgroups. Some subgroups including central office administrators, teachers, and students 
were evenly split among two administrative concepts in some of their responses. Board 
members selected the PA as responsible for most of the functions listed. This is probably 
due to the business background of many of the board members and the overall perception 
that the person in charge of administration is the "head." Teachers and students did not 
show any particular pattern or consistency in their responses. 
When the similarities/differences in perceptions were examined, the researcher 
noted the following: 
Board Members and Professional Educators (superintendent, central office administrators, 
and teachers) 
The members of this group showed general agreement that: 
1. both co-principals handled general planning and oversight 
2. the PI handled school/classroom objectives 
3. the PA handled personnel 
4. the PA allocated supplies, equipment, and support services 
The professional educators showed general disagreement in their perception of who 
handled cliental relationships. 
Students and Parent 
Students and parents showed general agreement on which co-principal was 
responsible for: 
1. instruction 
2. budget preparation 
3. approval of building use 
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Table 28 
Summarv Table For the Roles. Duties. and Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Brd. 
Memb. Supt. 
General 
Planning/ 
Oversight B B 
School/ 
Classroom 
Objectives NS B 
Personnel 
Management PA B 
Cliental 
Management PA B 
Allocation 
Supplies/ 
Equipment PA B 
Note: B both co-principals 
PA - principal for administration 
PI - principal for instruction 
NS - not sure 
Ctr. Off. 
Admin. Tchrs. Stud. Parents 
B B PA B 
PI PI B(PI) B 
PA B(PI) PI B 
PA(B) B B B 
PA(B) PA NS PA 
124 
4. school and course objectives 
5. parents 
6. public relations 
7. supplies, equipment, and suppon services 
8. custodians, buses and bus drivers 
There was little or no agreement about which co-principal was responsible for the 
following: 
1. student schedules 
2. observation and evaluation of teachers 
3. student behavior 
Additional findings included: 
1. The conceptual framework of the co-principalship in High Point is very similar 
to those cited in the literature. It involves two distinct areas of responsibility 
with a number of functions that must be shared jointly by the team. 
2. The majority of the members of the various subgroups involved in the study 
identified the major role or responsibility of each of the co-principals. 
However, the less visible roles and responsibilities that did not clearly fit into 
the major areas caused varying degrees of difficulty for the participants. 
3. In spite of the confusion about some responsibility areas, central office 
administrators, students and middle school teachers preferred co-principals over 
having one principal. The preference of board members, superintendent, co-
principals, high school teachers and parents was one principal over co-
principals. 
CONCLUSIONS 
From the data collected as pan of this study and the literature reviewed, the 
researcher offers the following conclusions: 
1. The move to the co-principalship in High Point was not a haphazard process. A 
number of circumstances contributed to the decision including: concern about 
student discipline, a need to strengthen administrative leadership, concern about 
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low student achievement, and the number of responsibilities the principal had to 
fulfill. 
2. The co-principalship as implemented in the High Point Public Schools did a 
creditable job of accomplishing the goals it was expected to achieve. Thus, the 
twelve-year tenure is viewed as successful. 
3. Co-principalships have a number of strengths and weaknesses. It appeared that 
some of the weaknesses can be addressed with carefully planned inservice 
activities for co-principals; by pennitting more involvement and input from the 
co-principals in the selection process; by conducting a public awareness 
campaign dealing with the co-principalship; and by carefully assigning co-
principal teams. 
4. Instructional leadership is greatly enhanced in the co-principalship because this 
role and responsibility is assigned to a specific individual along with the 
accountability for its accomplishment. 
5. The co-principalship offers the opportunity for a school system to capitalize on 
the strengths of its administrative personnel while providing time and training 
for the co-principals to really become an expert in their specific domain of 
responsibility - administration or curriculum/instruction. 
6. The most effective co-principal teams are composed of individuals who have 
compatible philosophies, personalities, and visions for the school they are 
leading. 
7. The co-principalship should be nurtured and maintained as a viable 
administrative organization because it gives emphasis and status to what should 
be the 'heart' of the school system - instruction. To obtain bureaucratic 
efficiency should not be good enough reason to discontinue the co-
principalshi p. 
8. The co-principalship is an administrative structure that provides a 'true' peer to 
give support and encouragement as the task of operating a school is undertaken. 
9. The co-principalship has the potential for developing one-sided administrative 
leaders because the majority of their time may be spent dealing with only one 
aspect of the job. 
10. The co-principalship requires constant vigilance so that incompatible teams can 
be assisted and/or separated immediately, when possible. 
11. The co-principalship concept offers a suggestion that the training programs for 
school-level administrators should encompass management and instruction. 
126 
RECOMME'I'.UA TIONS FOR BJRTHER STIJPY 
Conducting this study brought to the attention of the researcher several problems or 
questions that could be addressed to further explore the co-principalship: 
1. What backstage settings and activities influence the outcomes of the co-
principalship? 
2. Can effective co-principals and an efficient bureaucracy co-exist? 
3. Are superintendents who have served as co-principals more aware of the major 
school-level roles, duties, and responsibilities of school-level administrators? 
4. Why do the communication channels and networks that link educational entities 
seem practically non-existent between school systems currently employing co-
principals? 
5. What insights would be gained from a feminist critique of the backstage 
behaviors and 'good old boy' syndrome that sometimes exist in educational 
bureaucracies? 
6. What would be the outcomes, if co-principal teams were assigned according to 
the results of personality rating instruments and leadership style assessments? 
7. What insights would be revealed from conducting a case study of a co-principal 
team that is perceived to be effective? 
8. What, if any, significant differences and/or similarities would a study of an 
effective principaVassistant principal for curriculum and instruction team vs an 
effective co-principal team disclose about instructional leadership? 
9. Are there significant differences in the operation of a male/female team when 
compared to a male/male or female/female team? 
10. Are there advantages to having an interracial team? 
Educational leadership will continue to be a role of importance in our public 
schools. The various significant bodies such as boards of education, legislators, and the 
public, continue to demand competence and accountability. Delivering these becomes more 
difficult as the roles and responsibilities continue to expand and become more specialized. 
The co-principalship cenainly offers an alternative to having only one leader with the major 
responsibility for the effectiveness of a school. The use of master teachers will also 
increase the human resources available to address instructional responsibilities. 
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APPE~"DIX A 
THE PANEL OF EXPERTS 
Name and 
Current Position 
Dr. Lillie Jones 
Associate Superintendent 
Mr. Henry Lee 
Assistant Principal 
Mrs. Doris Davis 
Principal 
Mrs. Elizabeth Bridges 
Assistant Principal 
Dr. Larry Allred 
College Instructor, 
Greensboro College 
Miss Gail Harris 
Assistant Principal 
Counselor 
Dr. Rita O'Sullivan 
Assistant Professor of Educational Research 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Positions Held During 
Co-Principalship Period 
Administrative Assistant, 
Principal 
Teacher, Administrative 
Intern, Summer School Director 
Health Coordinator, 
Administrative Intern 
Teacher, Reading 
Facilitator, Curriculum Facilitator 
Middle School Coordinator, 
Principal 
Teacher, Counselor, 
Principal, Dropout Prevention 
APPENDIX B 
OAT A COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND 
COVER LETTERS 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR BOARD MEMBERS SERVING HIGH 
POINT CITY SCHOOLS DURII'IG 1975-76 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
What factors (circumstances/problems) in the climate of the school system and/or 
state made you feel that implementation of the co-principal was appropriate in 197 6? 
As an individual board member, were you for or against the co-principalship. Why 
or why not? 
How did the board assist in preparing school personnel and the community for the 
adnrrUUstrativechange? 
What goals/purposes did you expect this concept to accomplish? 
How did you envision the roles and responsibilities of the ccrprincipalship? Were 
they separate and distinct or would there be overlap and sharing? 
Did board members participate in assigning the initial ccrprincipal teams? If so, 
what special attributes did you consider to be important in establishing the 
administrative teams for the middle and high schools? 
How did you feel about the co-principalship as time progressed? 
Please share any additional information that would further clarify the co-
principalship as you envisioned it. 
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I~TERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SUPERINTENDENT SERVING HIGH 
POINT CITY SCHOOLS DURING 1975-76 
1. What factors (circumstances/problems) in the climate of the school system and/or 
state made you feel that implementation of the co-principalship was appropriate in 
1976? 
2. What preparation and promotion of the concept did you initiate in order to prepare 
the system for this change in school administration - specifically the school board 
and the principals? 
3. What goals/purposes did you expect this concept to accomplish? 
4. Did you see each co-principal as an autonomous entity? 
5. How did you envision the roles and responsibilities of the co-principalship? Were 
they separate and distinct or would there be overlap and sharing? 
6. What special attributes did you consider when establishing your initial co-principal 
teams? 
7. How did the role of the administrative assistant fit into the co-principalship concept? 
8. What role did your executive staff play in promoting either team cohesiveness or 
team dissension once the teams were assigned and the concept implemented? 
9. Given your present knowledge of school administration, would you implement 
secondary co-principalships today? 
10. Please share any additional information that would further clarify the co-
principalship as you envisioned it. 
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I~TERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS 
SERVING HIGH POINT PUBLIC SCHOOLS - 1988-89 
1. How many years have you been a board member in High Point? 
2. If you had been a board member in 1975-76, would you have been in favor of 
implementing the co-princ:ipalship? Why or why not? 
3. If you could change the administrative organization of the middle and high schools 
today, would you choose head principals or co-principals? Why or why not? 
4. Do you think the role and responsibilities of the principal are handled more 
effectively by co-principals or head principals? 
5. Are you ever confused about the duties and responsibilities of each of the co-
principals? 
6. Specifically, do you think the original goals/purposes for the co-principalship are 
being fulfilled? 
a. improved teacher evaluation 
b. improved school-level planning 
c. improved student discipline 
d. mproved instructional leadership 
7. How do you feel about the phasing out the co-principalship? 
8. What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of the co-principalship? 
9. Please share any additional thoughts you have on the co-principalship from the 
perspective of a board member. 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SUPERINTENDENT SERVING HIGH 
POINT CITY SCHOOLS DURING 1975-76 
1. What factors (circumstances/problems) in the climate of the school system and/or 
state made you feel that implementation of the co-principalship was appropriate in 
1976? 
2. What preparation and promotion of the concept did you initiate in order to prepare 
the system for this change in school administration - specifically the school board 
and the principals? 
3. What goals/purposes did you expect this concept to accomplish? 
4. Did you see each co-principal as an autonomous entity? 
5. How did you envision the roles and responsibilities of the co-principalship? Were 
they separate and distinct or would there be overlap and sharing? 
6. What special attributes did you consider when establishing your initial co-principal 
teams? 
7. How did the role of the administrative assistant fit into the co-principalship concept? 
8. What role did your executive staff play in promoting either team cohesiveness or 
team dissension once the teams were assigned and the concept implemented? 
9. Given your present knowledge of school administration, would you implement 
secondary co-principalships today? 
10. Please share any additional information that would further clarify the co-
principalship as you envisioned it. 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR 2ND* AND 3RD** LEVEL CENTRAL 
OFFICE PERSONNEL HIGH POINT PUBLIC SCHOOLS - 1988-89 
2nd and 3rd LeyeJs 
1. Were you an employee of this system when the co-principalship was implemented 
in the fall of 1976? If so, what was your reaction? 
2. Did you receive any in service on this new concept? 
3. Have you worked with head principals at the middle or high school level in this or 
another system? 
4. If yes, do you prefer working with head principals or co-principals at this level? 
5. Since you work with head principals at the elementary level and co-principals at LfJ.e 
middle and high school levels, do you think there is a difference in the way you 
operate within these two concepts? 
6. Do co-principals facilitate, hinder, or have no effect on the accomplishment of your 
school level responsibilities? 
7. Do the role distinctions ever cause confusion for you? 
8. Do you see one co-principal as really being in charge? If so, which one? 
9. What do you think are the unique advantages and/or disadvantages of the co-
principalship? 
10. What recommendations would you make to increase effectiveness? 
11. Please share any additional comments you have about the co-principalship. 
2nd Level Only 
12. 
13. 
14. 
* 
** 
Is it easier to evaluate co-principals or elementary head principals? 
Are administrative roles and responsibilites more efficiently handled in the head or 
co-principalship? 
How do you keep the lines of communication open to both co-principals when one 
may be more responsible for the activities in your division? 
2nd Level - Associate and Assistant Superintendents 
3rd Level- Directors, Supervisors, Coordinators 
139 
ll'ITERVIE\V QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATORS WHO ARE SERVI~G 
OR HAVE PREVIOUSLY SERVED AS CO-PRINCIPALS IN HIGH 
POINT CITY SCHOOLS 
1. How long have you been a co-principal and how do you feel about your role? 
2. Do you adhere strictly to the job description for your role or do you negotiate and 
trade off with your partner? 
3. Did you serve as a head principal prior to being a co-principal? 
4. Have you served as an assistant principal before? 
5. Do you view your partner as complementary or competitive? Explain. 
6. What special attributes do you think should be considered when establishing a co-
principal team? 
7. What do you see as special benefits of the co-principalship that are missing in the 
head principalship? 
8. If you had a choice, would you elect to be a co-principal or head principal? Why? 
9. What do you see as disadvantages of the co-principalship when compared with the 
head principalship? 
10. What recommendations would you suggest to reduce the disadvantages of the co-
principalship? 
11. The co-principalship was originally implemented in High Point to do the following: 
(Do you think these were achieved?) 
a. improve teacher evaluation 
b. improve school level planning 
c. improve discipline 
d. improve instructional leadership 
Why or why not? 
12. Considering the following areas of evaluation taken from the High Point Public 
Schools Evaluation Instrument for Principals. under which concept do you think 
the functions are performed better? 
Use this code to respond: CP - co-principals 
HP - head principal 
B - equally well in both concepts 
a. General Planning and Oversight 
b. School and Classroom Objectives 
c. Personnel Organization and Management 
d. Clientele Relationships and Their Management 
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e. Allocation of Supplies, Equipment, and Suppon Services 
13. Do you think you were prepared by the school system or your experience to assume 
the role of a co-principal? Explain. 
14. How do you feel about the current phaseout of the co-principalship? 
15. Please share any additional comments you have about the co-principalship. 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR BOARD MEMBERS, SUPERINTENDENT, 
CENTRAL OFFICE ADMI!'iiSTRATORS, AND CO-PRINCIPALS 
WHICH CO-PRINCIPAL DO YOU THINK IS RESPONSffiLE FOR THE 
FOLLOWING? 
Use this code to respond: 
1. General Planning and Oversight 
2. School and Classroom Objectives 
I - principal for instruction 
A - principal for Administration 
B - both principals 
N- not sure 
3. Personnel Organization and Management 
4. Clientele Relationships and Their Management 
5. Allocation of Supplies, Equipment, and Support Services 
DO YOU THINK THE CO-PRINCIPALSHIP IS ACHIEVING THE 
GOALS/PURPOSES FOR WHICH IT WAS IMPLEMENTED? 
1. __ _ 
2 .. __ _ 
3. __ _ 
4. __ _ 
November 15, 1988 
MEMORANDUM 
10: 
FROM: 
High Point Middle and High School Teachers 
Elsie C. Groover 
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RE: Study of the Co-Principalship as Implemented in High Point Public Schools 
Effective leadership is very important in the school setting. This responsibility 
usually belongs to a head principal. However, in High Point at the middle and high school 
levels, co-principals have shared this role since 1975-76. I am conducting a study which 
will examine this concept and the factors that have contributed to its success. 
Middle and high school teachers are asked to complete the enclosed survey. The 
information you provide will be very helpful and greatly appreciated. Results of the study 
will be made available to our School System 
Please return your completed survey by December 1, 1988. You may return your 
survey in the same envelope by crossing out your name and school on the envelope and 
replacing them with my name and Central Office. 
Thanks again for your assistance. 
TEACHER SURVEY INSTRUME~T REGARDING THE CO-
PRINCIPALSHIP AS IMPLEMENTED IN HIGH POINT, NORTH 
CAROLINA 
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Directions: Please complete this survey by following the directions given for each 
section. The information you provide will be used in detennining how 
middle and high school teachers feel about the co-principalship in High 
Point and will be included in a research project 
Check the appropriate box 
1. 
2. 
Gender: I Female 
Grade level you are currently teaching: 
Male 
middle school 
high school 
3. Subject(s) you are currently teachino----------
4. Number of years experience working with only one principal in a school. 
5. Number of years experience working with the co-principalship. 
6. Your preference: One Principal 
Co-princi palship 
'Which co-principal in your school do you think is responsible for the followL11g? 
Use this code to respond: I - principal for instruction 
A - principal for administration 
B -both co-principals 
N -not sure 
7. General planning and oversight (develops, implements and evaluates the 
instructional program; develops work schedules, student and building use 
schedules; interprets and carries out policies, prepares budget; interprets school 
program, objectives and policies for the community; and provides inservice 
and staff development opportunities) 
8. School and Classroom Objectives (shows leadership in the development and 
implementation of school and curriculum objectives) 
9. Personnel Organization and Management 
(establishes formal work relationships; evaluates performance; and facilitates 
organizational efficiency) 
10. Cliental Relationship and Management 
(works effectively with new staff members; and works with students and 
members of the community) 
11. Allocation of Supplies, Equipment, and Suppon Services 
(takes care of purchasing and distributing supplies and equipment; and 
coordinates services such as custodial, transponation, food services, etc.) 
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12. In your opinion, what are the advantages and disadvantages of the c<rprincipalship? 
Advantages Disadvantages 
13. Additional comments you would like to share concerning the c<rprincipalship: 
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Answer items 14-18 only if you have worked as a teacher with both head 
principals and co-principals. 
Under which concept do you think the follo\\ing functions are performed better? 
Use this code to respond: 
14. General Planning and Oversight 
CP - co-principal 
HP - head principal 
B - equally well in both concepts 
15. Development and implementation of school and curriculum objectives 
16. Personnel Organization and Management 
17. Cliental Relationship and Management 
18. Allocation of Supplies, Equipment, and Suppon Services 
Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by December 1. 198~t 
November 29, 1988 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: 
FROM: 
Seventh and Eighth Grade Advisor/Advisee 
Teachers Ferndale .Middle School 
Elsie C. Groover 
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RE: Student Surveys on The Study of the Co-Principalship as Implemented in 
The High Point Public Schools 
I am conducting a study which will examine the co-principalship as implemented in 
High Point Schools. A part of the study is devoted to student perceptions of this concept. 
Only seventh and eighth graders at Ferndale are being asked to complete the survey because 
co-principals were phased out at Griffm and Northeast in the fall of 1987. Sixth graders 
haven't been exposed to the concept long enough to participate in the survey. 
Would you please administer the enclosed surveys to your AA group and collect the 
completed forms. 
Please return the completed surveys by Friday, December 9, 1988. You may return 
them in the same envelope by crossing out your name and school and replacing them with 
my name and Central Office and putting in the interschool mail. 
Thanks very much for your assistance in this effort. 
cc: Margaret Bray 
Bill Shelton 
November 29, 1988 
:ME.\10RANDUM 
TO: 
FROM: 
Selected Teachers - Andrews and Central High Schoois 
Elsie C. Groover 
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RE: Student Surveys on The Study of the Co-Principalship as Implemented in 
The High Point Public Schools 
As you know, I am conducting a study which will examine the co-principalship as 
implemented in High Point Schools. In the study I would like to include student 
perceptions along with central office administrators, principals and teachers. In order to get 
responses from a representative group of students (9-12), I am asking English teachers to 
assist me by administering the survey to selected classes (see the attached sheet for class 
designations). 
As time permits, would you please administer the survey to your designated 
students and return the completed forms on or before Fridav. December 16. 1988. You 
may return them in the same envelope by crossing out your name and replacing it with my 
name and Central Office and putting the envelope into the interschool mail. 
Your assistance will be greatly appreciated. 
cc: Emerson Heatherly 
Dick Jones 
Frank Penn 
Betty Thomas 
STUDENT SURVEY INSTRUMENT REGARDING THE CO-
PRINCIPALSHIP AS IMPLEMENTED IN HIGH POINT, NORTH 
CAROLINA 
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Directions: Please complete this survey by following the directions give for each 
section. The information you provide will be used in determining how 
middle and high school students feel about che co-principalship in High 
Point and will be included in a research project. 
Check the appropriate box 
1. Gender: 
2. Grade: 
Female 
7th 
8th 
Male 
9th 
lOth 
11th 
12th 
3. Years you have attended High Point Public Schools- DO NOT COUNT THIS 
YEAR .. ____________ __ 
4. School you are now attending: 
I Ferndale I Andrews 
5. Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
6. Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
7. Would you rather have one principal? 
8. Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
9. Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 
I Central 
Check one box 
Yes No 
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Which co-principal in your school is respon~ible for the following? ~ 
thjs code to answer by placjne the letter you select jn the blank to the left 
of the item: 
I - principal for instruction 
A - principal for administration 
B - both co-principals 
N- not sure 
10. work with instruction 
11. prepare student schedules 
12. prepare the budget for the school 
13. approve community use of the school building 
14. develop and carry out school objectives 
15. help establish curriculum (course) objectives 
16. observe and evaluate teachers 
17. work with student behavior and concerns 
18. meet with parents about their concerns 
19. get good school news and announcements to newspapers, T.V., etc. 
20. order supplies and equipment 
21. supervise custodians Ganitors) 
22. supervise the buses and bus drivers 
Write the name of the two co-principals in your school in the space 
provided below: 
Principal for Instruction ________________ _ 
Principal for Administration ______________ _ 
Thank you for completing this survey. 
November 15, 1988 
MEMORAl'I"DUM 
TO: 
FROM: 
Selected Parents of High Point Public School Students 
Elsie C. Groover 
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RE: Study of the CcrPrincipalship as Implemented in High Point Public Schools 
Good leadership is very important in the school setting. This responsibility usually 
belongs to a head principal. However. in High Point at the middle and high school levels, 
co-principals have shared this leadership role since 1975-76. I am conducting a study 
which will examine this concept and the factors that have contributed to its success. 
You were selected through a random sampling procedure to participate in this 
study. The information you provide by completing the enclosed survey will be very 
helpful. After completing the survey, please return it to me in the enclosed stamped and 
addressed envelope by December I, 1988. 
Your assistance is greatly appreciated. 
PARENT SURVEY INSTRUMENT REGARDING THE CO-
PRINCIPALSHIP AS IMPLEMENTED IN HIGH POINT, NORTH 
CAROLINA 
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Directions: Please complete this survey by following the directions given for each 
section. The infonnation you provide will be used in detennining how 
parents of middle and high school students feel about the co-principalship in 
High Point and will be included in a research project. 
Check the appropriate box. 
1. Gender: I Female I Male 
2. Your education: Highest Grade Completed (Circle) 
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
3. Grade level(s) of your children who are presently attending High Point City 
Schools: 
7th 
8th 
9th 
lOth 
11th 
12th 
4. number of years you have lived in High Point. 
5. Schools your child(ren) are now attending: 
I Ferndale I Andrews 
6. Do you know what each co-principal does? 
7. Are you ever confused about which co-principal you 
should contact about something? 
8. Would you rather work with one principal? 
9. Do you think one co-principal is really in charge? 
Central 
10. Do you understand the difference between a co-principal 
and a head principal? 
Check one box 
Yes No 
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Which co-principal in your children's schools is responsible for the 
following? Use thjs code to answer by placjng the Jetter yoy select jn the 
blank to lhf left of the jt{>rn: 
I - principal for instruction 
A - principal for administration 
B - both co-principals 
N- not sure 
11. work with instruction 
12. prepare student schedules 
13. prepare the budget for the school 
14. approve community use of the school building 
15. develop and carry out school objectives 
16. help establish curriculum (course) objectives 
17. observe and evaluate teachers 
18. work with student behavior and concerns 
19. meet with parents about their concerns 
20. get good school news and announcements to the newspapers, T.V., etc 
21. order supplies and equipment 
22. supervise custodians (janitors) 
23. supervise the buses and bus drivers 
Write the name of the two co-principals in each of the schools where you 
have children attending: 
Principal(s) for Instruction Principal(s) for Administration 
Thank you for completing this survey. Please place this sheet in the stamped and 
addressed envelope and return to me by December 1. 1988. Thank you. 
December 6, 1988 
TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 
High Point Public School Personnel 
Central Office Administrators 
Co-Principals/Principals 
Teachers 
Elsie C. Groover 
A Note Of Appreciation 
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I would like to take this opportunity to extend special thanks to you for your 
willingness to be interviewed and/or to respond to a survey. Because of your participation, 
my doctoral study will present a comprehensive picture of an innovative and somewhat 
unique administrative structure- the Co-principalship as implemented in High Point, North 
Carolina. 
Your responses will be invaluable: as I continue to pursue this endeavor. 
Again, thanks for your cooperation. 
SPECIAL NOTE: If you have not returned your survey, please do so before 
Christmas vacation. Additional surveys are located in your school office. 
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APPENDIX C 
HIGH POINTS PUBLIC SCHOOL DOCUMENTS 
Soard Mluutea 
April 29, 1976 
Vol. 25. Paa• 165 
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The SuperiDteDdem ap'pri .. d the S oard of at~adeDt and teacher .ummer acboola 
to be coDduc:tec! by the achool ayatem. UpoD motion by Mr. Char lea NeW, 
&Dd .. coDe! by Rrt' . .7obD TrotmaD, the Soard lmallit'DO\laly apprOYec! the at~ade.ut 
autmner achool. 
The Soar~ -• advia ec! by the SuperiDteDc!e.ut that •erbal reaulta oba.iDed from 
the ScnnherD AuoclatioD committee~ iDc!icatec! that ••ch of the jumor hi&h acboo~ 
were to be recommeDded for reacc:reditatioD 'try the SO\Ithem AuoclatioD of 
~•aea &De! Schoola. 
The Sttpel'iDteDdeDt brwcht to the Boarda att•DtiOD a J'atiOD&le for the reor,&Di:u-
tio.a dl the .. coDc!ary achoola iD Hi&h Poiat. Mr. Charla• Neill, with aecoDd by 
Mr • .tam .. Cheat!lut. moved that a chaD&• be made from the operatiOD&l coDCept 
iD the jUDior &Dd .. Dior hl&h achoola to a co-priDclp&lahip with oDe iDc!lYicmal . 
deti&D&tec! aa director of curriculum and lDatructioD &!ld oDe iDc!ivicmal deai&Da~ed 
•• director of admUsiatra~oD, with each h&T!D& authority iD hU pal'ticular area,. · 
oDe of111hcm woould be deaianated a1 'riDcipa1 c! the achool. ·AA•r couic!atable 
&De! lenJthy debate &De! diac:uuioD, the Board •otet1 011 thia matter, with Mr. Neill. 
Mr. CbeatzNt and R ... Trotman oroti.D& iD the al!ltmative, Mr. Dyet abita~. 
aDd Mra. Kearua &&&inlt. FollowiD& thia actioD, Vice Ch&i:nn&A Brid&eU.. · 
tabled the matter UDtil UD&Dimlty could be reached by the Soard. 
The SuperiDteDdeDt shared with the Board pl&Ju &De! ldaaa for lmplemematioD o~ 
the plaDDiD& proceu at the achoollevel. Further, lt -• recommeDdec! that a 
Citi:r.eDI' Task Fore• be or,am:r.ed to eatabllah aoala for the acbool ayatem. The 
Vlce Ch&irmaD appoiDted Mr. Ch&rl .. NeiU aa ch&irm&D of the Taak Force witll 
Rev. 1o1m Trotman aa co-chairm&D &Dd to work with the Superiatcc!&Dt OD tbia · 
matter. 
The Su.perimeDdem advi .. c! the Board that the 1976-77 achool buc!&.t -• iD the~~ 
folder• &De! woolc! be diacuuec! at the May Board meet.iJ:I.c . 
. lt -· acreed that reports OD the NatiODal School Boards CoDYeDtiOD would be 
·. preaeDted at the May me.tiq. 
There beiDa DO flutber W.lDeaa, the meftlD& -• aclj011mec!. 
DATEz May 3, 1976 
TIME: 7:30 P·~ 
Vol. ~. Paae 166 
Preaent: Dr. John D. Bridaera. 
Vice Cb&ii"''D&A 
Jam .. Cheatzmt 
Ed1ar L. Dyer. Jr.·· 
Mra. Dorothy K. Kuraa 
Charle1 E. Neill, Jr. 
lLeT. Jolm E. Trotmu 
Aheent: A. Laurin Welborn 
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The meeti.DI .a1 called to order by the 'rice thai:rm&Jl, Dr. JohD Bridaer1. 
A aile!zt i.DYoc&tion waa haid. 
Upon motion by Mr. Jamea Cheatzmt, and .. cone! by Mr. Charle1 Neill, the 
Board UD&mmoully adoptee! the followizll poliCT: 
"The onrall ac!miniltrat!Ye re1pon.ibilitiea for each of tha Junior and 
eitpSor hi&h achoou ahall be divided 'between two princlpau. both of 
whom aball be qualified for princlpaubip by tra!nl.na and cert:Uication. 
and each of whom will have direct re1pon1ibility to ceDtral adminl•tratiYe 
authority In auignec! areal of achool operation. One will be callac! 
Principal~ Ac!minhtrationand will 'bear aene:ral reapon~ibility for 
atuc!eDt affair~ and aervicea, for achool officea and faculty adminia-
trative activit!••· and for plam operation and mailltenanc:e. The other 
-..ill be called Principa1.!2! Instruction and will bear aeneral reapoul-
bility for faculty aUaira and wtruc:tioD&l actiYitlea. for curriculum 
c!&Yelopment and auperviaion, for acquilitlon of lnatructional auppliea 
and equipment. and for teacher and atudeat acbedW!nl. o- auch 
admini1trator will be elected Principal td !!:! ~· will be chief 
u:ecutin of the 1cbool, -..ill pau Judameat on all ac:t!Yit! .. In both 
Adminiltration and Inatruction, and will handle problema -.h!ch do not 
clearly !all in oae or another auianed aru of reapon•ibllity. The other 
auch admizli1trator will beaall1aed to the achooL Jf a echool hal wuf-
flciem enrollment to aupport two full-time adm!mltratora of prlneipal-
ahip atatua. an ;. uociate Principal will be aulped the dutiea outlined 
aboYe for Ac!miniatration or In•truction." 
Upoa motion by Mr. Charlea Neill. and aecoac! by llw. John Trotman, the 
Board uaammCN~ly a1reed to 10 mto aec:ut!Ye aeaalon for the pcrpoae of con-
ductlni a peraonnel hearinJ. 
Edwin L. Weat, Jr., Secretary 
1 57 
Board .,iinutea 
l.i&y 13, 1976 
Vol. 25, Page 17Z 
t1pon motion by Mr. Jamea Chutnut, with aec:onc! by Rev. John Trotm&n, the Board 
un&llimoualy approved the above recommendation•. 
Mr.sbavar alao ?reunted to the Board the following recommenda~iona for election 
or appointment to principalahipa or central office poaitio:~a !or the 1976-77 achool 
year: 
School 
Andrewa 
Central 
Northeaat 
Fer:~dale 
CriUin 
'I'omli.naon 
Fairview 
Northwood 
Oak View 
Parkview 
Shadybrook 
Leonard 
Curriculum 
Principal for Adm. Principal for Inatr. 
Herbert C. Hippa• 
Herbert L. Andrew• 
Emera on A. Heatherly• 
\':.Lean Dull• 
Miu Betty M. \'.'elch 
Caither C. Crye• 
Ronald B. Si.l'liletary 
C. Wilton Hawkina 
(to be filled) • Jamea \'.',Atldn1on 
• Chie! executive of the achool 
c. W. l.akcey (Stan) 
Ro1 coe J. \',"right, Jr. 
William C. Shelto:~ 
John Ruuell 
Robert L. Beatty 
Mn. Cilda C. Scott 
Kenneth D. Dicken• 
Dr. W. C. Anderson 
Athletic•, Driver Education, 
'I' ranaportation 
Eleme:~tary Supervi1or 
John E. Morri1 
Uiulna V. Hinea 
.Adm. or Dean 
(to be filled) 
(to be filled) 
Mn. Lillie M. Jones 
Robert C • .i..fcCowan 
~In. Helen K. Clifton 
t1pon motion by Mr. Edgar Dyer. with 1econd by Mr. Char lea Neill, the Board 
U11&nimou1ly approved the above recommendatio:~•. 
Mn. Harold White, preaident o! Fairview PTA, aha red with the Board in!or~tion 
which 1he received, by telephone, from the State PTA Preaident, on May 13th, 
advi1ing th&t the Fairview PTA had been picked aa the mo1t outatanding in North 
Carolina !or the 1975-76 achool year. Upon motion by Mr. Charle• E. Neill, with 
aecond by Mr. Edgar Dyer, the Board Ul1&nimoully authorized the Superinte:~dent to 
convey con&ratulationa and belt wiahe1 o! the Board to the Fairview PTA. 
The Superintendent brought to the Board• atte:~tion the plight o! the Mobile Meal• 
pro;ram which provides feeding o! the elderly, with a11iat&:~ce !rom the School Food 
Service& Diviaion o! the High Point Schoola. Upon adviae o! Attor:~ey Dan P. Whitley 
that School Law 115-133 juati!ied continuation of cooperation between Mobile Meall 
and the High Point Public Schoola, Mr. Charles Neill moved, with 1econd by Rev. 
1ohn Trotman, that the Board continue the aervicel to the Mobile Meal.. program iJ:1 
High Point a• it haa in the paat. The vote unanimou•ly carried. 
Eoard W.!Dutea 
June 17, 1976 Vol. 25, Page 179 
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;~r. V:alter Jonca. pu.rch.asinJ a~ent, a!.arcd with the Board bid• on /..ndrews 
High School CYmn&•!~;::1 rey&ir and microfilm cartridge ca.mera and atand. 
Upon motion by ;.~r. C~rlc; Neill, with .. coed by ;.:r. Eci t.yer, the Board 
Wl&Dimou::ly a.pproved bid. !or the J..ndrc .. -. High School repair• &I preaented 
by J. ~t. Ciraham Z. ~on, Inc. !or the 1um o! $4,353. 00. 
Upon motion by =.;r. Ed Dyer, and .. coed by ;.:r. Jamea Cheatnut, the Board 
unanimously approveC:: the purcha1e o! the microfilm camera and atand !ror:1 
Ca.vin's, ln c. for t.'lc 1um o! $3, 374. ~0. 
"-:r. Jerry Shaver, 1.11i1t&nt 1upcrintendent !or adl':"..ici•t:rative eerviccs. 
appeared be!ore the Board to ahare a report Ol•the t:ean n. Pruette acholar-
s:Up fund. Uj)on motion by Dr. John Briclgera, with aecond by •• :r. Cha.rlea 
Neill, the Board una.nimoualy autl1ori:::ed Dr. B:ridgen to serve aa e.x of!icio 
member o! a co.nrnittee consisting o! a teacher, parent And principal rep:re-
aentatives to preaent a !ormal report at the July meeting o! the Board rega:-cling 
cliapoaition of funds for thil yean recipient • 
.;.ir. Shaver alto pre5ente" to the Board recommendation• re~;arcling penonnel 
matter1. Upon motion by Dr. John Bridgen. with eecond by l.!r. Charlea 
Neill, the BoarC: unanimoualy approved giving career 1tatu1 to teacbera as 
ahown on pa~;e 1:0 o! theae minutes. 
Upon motion by Dr. John Brid~;era, with accond by Mr. Jamea Cheatnut, the 
:Soard unanimou1ly re-elected teac:hera to return to the achool ayatem on a 
probationary atatu1 aa ehown on p&£el 1:;1-1SZ. 
Upon motion by .1\Zr.Jamca Cheatnut, with 1ccond by l.:r. Ed :!)yer, the Board 
unr.nimoualy accepted resignation• and maternitr leavea &I ahown on pagea 
183-lt::4 o! theae minutea. 
•Upon motion by Mr. Cb&rlea Neill, with second by Mra. Dorothy Kea.rna, 
the :Soard un&nimoualy approved the employment of Mr. Larry Coble •• 
principal !or inatruction and chic! ex~cutivc of!icer of the A. J. Ciri!!in 
Junior nil:h SchooL 
Upon motioe by Mr. Ed Dyer, with aecond by Mr. Cb&?lea Neill, the Board 
unanil.'loully approved the employment of Mr. Herbert ..ee Cioin1, Jr •• as 
aocial 1tudiea teacher and football coach at T. \ringate .f..ndrewa High :.chool. 
l 
J 0 B 
Revised 
D E S C R I P T I 0 N 
(Co-Principals) 
The co-principalship affords an opportunity to give equal 
importance to administration and instruction as vital 
roles of school leadership. The job description provides 
structure and direction ~ithout limiting flexibility to 
make adjustments based on the talents. strengths and 
abiliti~s of the co-partners. 
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.AMOmED COPY 
--
To S.naure .-ooth and eff1c1ct, effective ud pluaant p11ya1u:l.- et~Viron­
acnt tor lurniJ:I&: 
latablS.ahca ud aa1ntaina afficict ud effective procedures an~ 
&u1del1nea for the promotion and aaintcnance of health and aafety 
tb!'ouahout tbe bu1ld1D&I and 1ro~da in accordance With atate ud 
loul codes aDd re&u.lat1ona, 
Inapecta bu1ld11l& reaularly and conducts fire dr1lla. 
lrvicws job axpec::~•ona, raquir ... nta, and perforaancc on a re&ular 
basic v1th tbt custodial ataff. 
To insure that an efficient, effective, and aolvcnt f1acal pro&ra: exists 
for the ac~ol: 
Is:abl1ahea and aa1ntai~a in a~cordancc With au1dclines rcc~ended 
by the controller for accurate inventory o! equipment and aatcri&l 
aaaiana4 to che bu1ld1n&. 
Iatabliahea and aaintaina 1n accordance v1th the ru1delinca rec~ended 
by the controller the requi&itionin&, rece1vin&, S.napectin&, ator1n&, 
record1n&. operat1n&. aa1nta1n1n&, and d1ctr1but1n& o! all equipment 
and auppl1ea Deccaaary to efficient and effective operation o! the 
achool bu1ld1n& and ita proaram. 
Eatabliahe• aDd aaintaina procedures 1n accordance With the ruide-
11nca rceo==cnded by the controller for accurate accountin&, aud1t1n&, 
and reportin& pol1eica and procedure• and procedurca of all financial 
activitiea of the acbool bu1ldin& S.ncludin& axtra-curricular accounts. 
To inaurc afUcict aDd affecUva operation of acbool buau: 
ln1t1atca and coordinatca in accordance v1th aatabliahed procedures 
and in coord1oation vith the ~caoe!atc auper1ntendent for ad:1u1a-
trative aervieea, the tranaportin& of all cli&1ble pupils to and from 
acbool duriD& raavlar acbool boura and for d~a1&nata4 spacial events. 
To inavra optS..U. attendance aDd aalf-diacipltDa of pupila and t .. ehcrc: 
Eatabliahaa and aaintaina an efficient and affective procedure and 
criteria for the daily aecovnttD& of all pupila end tcaehera in 
accordance v1th the policies, rulca, and rarulationa of tbe Bi&h 
PotDt Cit7 aDd State loard of ldvcation. 
Foraulataa aDd directa affS.cS.cnt and effective proc~uraa and criteria 
for the aaint&Danee of pupil diacipline within the buildin& and ita 
t.Dediata CDViroaaent durtD& all t18ca that pupila arc praacnt and 
in accordance v1th tbe po11clca, 1'\llaa, and rerulatlona of both the 
lli&h PotDt C1t7 aDd State loard of lducat1on, 
,, 
1 6 1 
SECO~ARY PRINCIPAL lOR ~~NISI1A!ION 
To inaure continued personal aDd professional &rowth: 
~aepa iDfomed of current iDatructicmal practices &Dd tre:ods through 
ruding. 
Attends ac=inara, short ccuraea, and aeetinga aa needed or required. 
~To insure, in ccn~sultation v1th co-principal for iDatructicn/ac!miniatraticn 
the .. intanance of efficient and effective pupil personnel services: 
Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for scheduling all pupils and teachers vithin the school, including 
driver education and extra-curricular activities, in a .. nner vhich 
aaximizea the utilization of all resources to provide optimal 
curricular and extra-curricular opportunities fer the student body. 
Initiates, directs, and supervises a program of pupil guidance in an 
efficient and effective .. nner vhich aeets the needs of the pupil 
personnel body and in accordance with the policies, rules, regulations, 
and educational objectives and the philosophy of the High Point City 
and State !card of Education. 
To insure, in ccn~sultation vith co-principal for iDstructicn/ad:dnistration, 
coordination of instructional/administrative program and procedures: 
Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for the establishment and maintenance of the environment which maximizes 
the teaching-learning activities in order to provide optimal opportuni-
ties for pupils to utilize instructional opportunities to their fullest. 
Establishes and conducts staff •eetings as needed for the purpose of 
discu.&ing and evaluating the operation of the school building and ita 
program. 
Submits &D anuual report to the superintendent. 
Delegates authority and responsibility to ataff •embers as needed to 
achieve aaxilllum results. 
Jointly reviews instruction and administration evaluation of personnel. 
Develops in concert v1th faculty, lcng-ranse plana for the administrative 
and instructional operation of the school. 
Performs other dutiaa aa requested by the auperiDtendent. associate 
superintendent and/or ccn~troller. 
(. 
162 
AMENDED COPY 
--
~o insure cunic:ul\1111 dwvelo~ct aDd rwvu1on usct1al for ~rov•ent 
cf ~e 1%1at~c:t1onal pro&ra: 
Provides luderahip to tuchera, aDd other 1Dstructionally-relate.d 
perao:nel, to cxa:ine iDatructioD&l pro&rams, establish &oals and 
objectives consisteDt vit~ ayst~de &oals, objectives, and 
acbool needs. 
Provides ludership to teachers cODsistent with achool &oals, 
objectives,and needs in order to prepare and/or revise curriculum 
offer:~.D&s, as vell as to plan and implement needed instructional 
chan&n• 
Appoints appropriate com:ittees to atvdy course offer1n&•• evaluate 
books, equipment, and tuchin& aaterials. Jevievs and discuaaea 
coc:ittee findin&a, arrives at conclgsiona,and .. kea recom=endationa 
to the associate auperintendant for 1Datruct1on. 
CoordiD&tu vith the tuc:hin& at.aff, tile &election of ta:tboou, 
equipment, tuchin& aaterials,aDd .. ku recommendationa for purchase 
of aame. · 
Coordinates Southern Association ael!-study. 
To insure opt~ iDstructioD 1n uch clauroos within ~e achool: 
O'bservu and auperviau :iDstructiOD&l pro&raa. 
!valuates all iDstructional peraonnel 1D accordance v1th the esta-
~liabcd procedur .. of ~e Joard of lducat:I.DD. 
Maku rec-enclat1ons to ~e aaaociate superintendent for iutruct1on 
re,ardiq diAiaaal an4 DOD-rmwal of tuc!lera. 
Initiatea and recomDenda 1D conaultat10D with tuchera, to the aaaoc1atc 
auperintcndent for instruction, which Sn-aervice education pro&rams 
would enhance the quality of tbe 1natructi~l pro&ram. 
Initiate& and direct&, Sn conaultatSOD with the aasociatc superintendent 
for instruetion,procedures and criteria for an evaluation pro,ram 
which efficiently, effectively, and cODt1nuoualy appraiaea the pcrforaance 
of the inatructional pro&ram in the acbool in teras of the adopted 
educational objective• and philoaopby of the Bi&h Point Public Schools 
and .. kes revision& ea oeceaaary for the Saprov•ent and a:cellence 
of the cuniculwa and ustructional ~uaaa, 
Coor41Datea tbe or1entat10D trnrr .... 
TD pr-te affectbe achool~lty l'elatlona: 
Imterpreta Joar4 po11c:p to the ataff ad ec:hool =-unity. 
11 
163 
StCON!lAllY l'JliNCll'AI. l'Oil Dsnt'DCTION Page 2 
E8tabliahea aound and coopcratiYe relationships with the citizena of 
the c-unity through attcndiq cOIIIIII\lllity .. etiqa, )ecomin& involved 
ill civic: affairs, and pr~tin& achool nenta. 
IDitiatea.and directs efficient and effcctiYa procedures and criteria 
to achieve .. ximum reaulta in the continuous flaw of accurate school-
related infor.ation, internally and externally, by the .oat-eppropriate 
.. dia or acana and in accordance vith the criteria developed by the 
school district. 
Meets vitb individual• or croups privately or vublic:ly to discuss 
and interpret the policies, rules and re&ulationa, coals and 
objec:tivea, and instructional proar-=a of the school. 
Insures attendance and supervision of school-related events. 
To 1naure continued personal and profeaaional aravth: 
laepa informed of current instructional practices and trends through 
reading. 
Attends se=dnars, short courses, and aeetings aa needed or required. 
~ To insure, in consultation vith co-principal for inatruction/ad:inistration 
the .. intenance of efficient and effective pupil personnel services: 
Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for scheduling all pupils and teachers vithin the achool, including 
driver education and extra-curricular activities, in a .. nner which 
aaximizes the utilization of all resource& to provide optimal 
curricular and extra-curricular opportunities for the student body. 
Initiates, directs, and supervises a program of pupil suidance in an 
efficient and affective aanner which aceta the needs of the pupil 
personnel body and in accordance with the policies, rules, regulations, 
and educational objectives and the philosophy of the Bigh Point City 
and State Icard of Education. 
To insure, in consultation with co-principal for instruction/administration, 
coordination of instructional-administrative pro&r-=a and procedures: 
Initiates and directa efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for the establishment and aaintenance of the ~viron=ent vhich aaximizes 
the teachin&-laarnin& activities 1n order to provide optimal opportunities 
for pupils to utilize 1natructioD&l opportunities to their fullest. 
E8tabliabea and conducts ataff .. etinga aa needed for the purpoae of 
discu .. in& and cvaluatin& the operation of the school buildin& and 
ita prosram. 
Su'bllita an annual report to the auperintendent. 
»-legates authority and r .. ponsibility to staff acmbera as Deeded to 
achieve aaxiaull r .. ulta. 
~o1Dtly rni~ the instruction and administration evaluation of personnel. 
J)nelopa 1n concert with faculty, lone-range plana for the ac!miniatrative 
and instructional operation of the acbool. 
Perform. all other duties aa requested by the .vperintcndent, aasociate 
auperintendent, and/or controller. 
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BIGH POINT PUBLIC SCHOOLS PRINCIPAL P!:RP'ORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRtmENT. 
PUIICIPAL:__ _________ __;SCBOOL'-----------~ASSIQO!Ein':...-------------
ClASS OF C!:XUFlCATE~,_~--~TU1S OF nl.NCIP.t.l. EXPI1UHCE..._ ____ _ 
(P, AJ>, etc.) 
c:tllllmiT STATtlS: (CHECJC) <:.UED.; ___ _.;IECIJOiiJIC niiiCIPAL:. ___ _.;noU.TIOIWlY 
____ c:.\lall:_. __ _:noB.ATIONAJ.Y 
POKMAL OIStlVAriOIIS I CO!.TtRDICES 
DIRECTIONS: Liotec! belov are el...nta that daacribc the dutiaa and reaponaib1l1tiea of principals. las~cl on 
the evidence froa observation and diacueaion, the evaluator ie to rate the principal'• performance vith re-
apect to theae 41 basic el..enta. The aaaca ... nt ayabola, at the ri&ht, have the follovina .. anincs: E-
Ez~d• Perfo~~ h~ationa; ,_,..t• l'erfora.nc. 1t:~r~at1ona; I•,..da Iaprovw-nt :in PerforMnce: IJ• 
Perfo~ 1Jnsatiafactor1l~: .--~t Applicable. The evaluator ia encouraaed to add pertinent ca.ments at the 
end of each .. jor function and the principal ie alao provided an opportunity to react to the evaluator'• 
ratin&s and C-"ta· The evaluator and principal -st diacuaa the ruulta o! the appraiul and any recolll-
aended action pertinent co it and both -.t ai&n the instl'UIMnt in the auianed apacu. The instr\IDM!nt v1ll 
then becoae a part of the principal'• peraonnel file. 
A. C~ERAL PJ..\.,~I!iG AliD OVERSIGHT ('Z'o e:~rerc~ar a pnrr.l •t•ff reapon&ib.iJity: to conce;;>t~al~::e :.'le b=•~ 
~l• of the school; to 1ntegrate ~ ~l& with the l•g•l, financial, organi::ational, and commun•ty 
need• at ehe higlwst level; to aee that the aut! ia capable of carrying out tM aiaaion asai t;n"d to .i. r; 
and to aonitor t.lw prot;n•• of the progra• •• it develops during the 0J41at'J 
1. MaJor Function - General Plannins 
a. Develops a coaprehenaive plan that indicates desired condition• and 
current conditions, atrategies for cloaina the aap betveen desired 
and current condition&, listing anticipated barriers, and outlinill& 
evaluation procedure&. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
b. Develops, iapl .. enta, and evaluates the instructional program of the 
achool •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. Develops and iaplementa appropriate plana, vork achedulea, claaa 
achedulca, and build inc use schedules. • • • • • • • • • • 
_!:_ -"- _I __ u_ ~ 
~·--------------------------------------------------------------------
2. Major Function - General Coordination 
a. Interpret• and carries out the policies established by the local 
Board, atate Board of Education, and state and federal law 
b. Prepares and submita achool's budgetary requeats, .anitors expendi-
tures of funda, and assuaes accountability !or all .anies. 
c. Dcfinca rolea, deleaates reaponaibility, and holds staff .-.bera re-
aponaible for coapletina taaks • • • • • • • • • • • • 
d. Interprata the achool procram, objectives, and policiea to the commu-
nity ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
_E __ K __ I__ U_ ~ 
~5~--------------------------------------------------------------
3. Major 1\&nction - !:nhance.ent o! Personnel Skills _E_ _K_ _1_ _u_ ~ 
a. Providu 1naerv1ce proaraas for peraonnel that enhance the quality of 
the 1natruct1oaal proar-. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·--
b. Arranau ataff develo~t proar- that provide opportunities for 
profeaaional arovtb. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·--
~~-------------------------------------------------------------
B. SCHOOL AIID CLASSilOOH OBJECnV!:S (10 provi.de an operati.onal procedure to .,.,. tM broad achool goals from 
the plann1ng ata9& down to the ever~day acti.vi.tiea ot the ataf!. rhi.s i.nYOlves Che det•.i.l.i.ng of obJ..c-
t1vea tor the claaaroom instructional progra• and the •thletic •nd e>ttr•curri.cul•r progr•msl 
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J. SCHOOl. AND CI.\SSIOCI'I OB.1tCTIVES c011t1Dued 
1. Major Function - School Ob1~ct1vea 
a. ldant1f1ea annu.l object1vaa that apec1fy what the pr1Dc1pal iotcada 
to acca.plieh 1D hia/her achool for the coaiD& year •••••••• 
b. J'roYidu l&aderahip for tba achool'a athletic• aDd utracurr1c:ular 
pro~- ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
_z _ _!!_ _I __ u_ ~ 
·--
·--· 
~s~----------~--------------------------------------------------
2. Major FUnction - Curriculum Ob1ecti•e• I! 
a. !nauru that each teacher baa dneloped or liated 1oau·uct10Dal objec---
tive& related to the aubject aattar for a &1Yen claaarooa. • • • • • __ 
b. Involve& faculty, central office ataff, curriculua apec1al1ata, pa-
rent&, atudenta, aDd other ruourca paraocnel 1D curriculua plamliq 
aDd proar- devdo~ent. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
c. Encouraau aDd prov1du opportun1t1ea for the ataff to participate 1D 
the achool proar- • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • __ 
_!!_ _I __ u_ ~ 
~--------------------------------------------------------------------------
C. PEllSON!iD. ORCANIZAnOII AND MANAGEMENT (ro enuliah .nd -.i.nca.i.n au.ic.ble worting relae.ionsltips u•:mg the 
people who are ~o~ed b~ tbe ~bool to carr~ out the educational program) 
1. !lajor Function - Eatablbhm~nt of Fonul Work ldationahipa 
a. Eatabl1ahea and illlplmenta clearly clef1ced d1ac1pl1cary procedur .. 
that have been c-cicated to and an uocleratood by paranta, ltu-
clen ta , a taf f, acd C:OIIIIIUn1 ty. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
b. Dcfir.ea and diaaemioataa cluaification, promotion, retention, aua-
penaion, and expulaion policiea, proc:edurea, and criteria for atu-
denta ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. Kaintaica aoocl rapport vith ltaff throu;h written, oral, and face-
to-face c~1cat1on. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
cl. Evaluataa the total proar .. of the ac:hool to cletera1De effectiYeneaa 
and identify ar ... naeclina chanse. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • 
_z _ _!!_ _I ___ u_ ~ 
·--
2. !lajor Function - !valuate• P~rfonaanc~ _E __ M __ I __ u_ ~ 
a. Civea lead~rahip to the develo~~nt and t.pleaentation of a ayataa 
for recordin& ltuclect perforaance, ident1fyics ltudect needa, aDd 
communic:atin& ltuclenta' education~l clevelopmect. • • • • • • • __ 
b. Provide& adequate aupervia1on acd con~truc:tive evaluation to pro.ate 
ataff arovth and iccreaaacl affectiveneaa • • • • • • • • • • • __ 
~~~-------------------------------------------------------------
3. Major l'lmc:t1oa - FacUitaua Orsanizational Efficiency _E _ _!!_ _I __ u_ ~ 
a. Ka1cta1ca opac coawn1c:ation betvaen achool-leval operaUODI and tba 
auper1Dtandant 'a office. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • ·--
b. Kaltaa uae of auperviaor or acla1D1atrat1ve aaa1atanc:e to t.prove per-
for.anc:e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••• __ 
c. l.eapecta the dianity aDd vorth of atuclenta, ataff, aDd paranta •••• __ 
d. Coapl1u with aatabliahed liD•• of authority • • • • • • • • • •••• __ 
•· Up&radea own profaaaiODil tnovlad&e and 1killa throuah raadic&, work-
abopa, tra1ciq auaiODI, confaranc:u, ud courau •••••••••• __ 
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D. C.lD>"Ttl.! U:UTIONSHIPS AND Tli:!:Ilt MANA.CDoiDO' (1'0 .. intain a favonbl• wcrking nlatio,..llip w.1Ul tJw ac:hool'a 
cl.i•nc•l•: atlld•ntl, ~ranta, other -ltlbrr• of t..._ co-..n.itv. Arid in v-neral, AIIIIO'l• who ia not ,_rt or 
the ~id ata!! but ~ • .n int•r••t in t..._ achool) 
1. Major Function - Krv Staf! and Stud.nta 
a. Providaa in!or.at1oo and aupport to D-ly uaip>ed at.aft .X uauta 
1o thrir pro!ua1enal devdop..ot •••••••• 
b. lapl .. enta orieotation and res1atratioo prosr ... for D- atudenta. 
c. Provide& opportuniti .. vhereby atudeota tan bave appropriate input 
into the ed..cat1onal prosraa • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
_E_ ..,L _I __ o_ ~ 
~------------------------------------------
2. Major PuDction - eo..unitv 
a. Uau c~nity raaourcea to eorich the ac:hool prosraa ••••••• 
b. Cooperatu vith the c~ity in the uu of achool facilitiu for 
ca.ounity act1v1tiu ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. Over•••• apecial acbool evanta tMt are deaip>ed to interpret the 
achool prosraa to the c,_..nity •••••••••••••••••• 
d. Baa procedure• for rece1vin& ausaeat1ona, d1atribut1n& inforwation, 
and receivin& input !roa the co-..nicy ••••••••••••••• 
_E __ M __ I__ o_ ~ 
~s. __________________________________________________________________________ _ 
l. ALLOCATION OF SlJPPLltS, tQUIPMD..-, AND SllPPOltT SUVICtS (D .. la wi Ul tJw .. t.r.1al foundation ot the .chool; 
to adauni.sur arrvic:•.s, •t•riala. and auppl.i•• whic:l! .. II not be directl11 U..truct.iOtWl but which aupport 
the ~.ill/ ac:tiv.it.i•• ot tJw ;.opl• who aut •nga9Cd in ilatru:t.iotl) 
l. Major Function - Suppl1r5 and tguipment _E_ -"- _I_ _u_ ~ 
a. Worka cooperatively v1th the finance office to aaaure coordination of 
the achool'a financial operation& v1th thoae of the ac:hool ayatca. 
b. Superviaea the requ!aition, inventory, and d1atribution of auppliea, 
textbooka, equipment, and all -teriala Deceaaary for the inatruc-
tional prosru and operation of the achool • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
c. Involvea the ataf! 1n aettin& prior1tiea conceruin& czp&Dditurea for 
instructional auppliea • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
d. Complete• recorda, reporta, inventories, requiaitiona, and bud&eta • 
~~s. ________________________________________________________________________ ____ 
2. Major Function - Services _E_ -"- _I __ u_ ~ 
a. Overaees aervicu proYided in the achool (cuatodial, tranaport.ation, 
food, etc.). • • • • • • • • •••••••••• __ 
b. Orsanizea the aecretarial aervicea and officu to provide effective 
clerical aupport to achool ataff • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • __ 
c. Eatabliahea and iapleaenta achedulcd aaintanance inapection prosraa 
to aaaure proper aaintenance of achool plant and srounda • • • • • • ___ 
d. Eatabliahea and iaplcaenta procedure& for the appropriate diatribu-
tion and inventoryins of aateriala, auppliea, and aquipment. • · •• ___ 
e. Oaea =-unity r .. ourcu tMt aupport the total achool prosraa • • • __ 
~5~-----------------------------------------------------------------------
LISTS OF SPECIFIC SlKVIC!S P!UORKE%1 DUUJIC YZAll (l'r.l.nt:i.pal ~leta• c.~U• -.ction1 eft.Zuator reri.ewa, Nri-
~i.u, .nd J.zUt.iala to -.J.gnJ.fiJ eoncurranee.}'---------------------------------------
-~ 
r-- - --- - ··-- -
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Tbe 1nit1ala that follow indicate t-at both principal and wwaluator UDderatand tbe aection in tbe handbook 
of ewalunicm procedure& entitled EVALUATIMC CIISATISFACTOR.T PEili'ORMANCZ. l.Diti&la: 
____ .Princip&l 
!valuator 
EVALUATOR S SUMHAilT CCPtKDITS 
PU!iCIP AI. ' S .REACT I Oil TO .tV Al.UATIOIII 
SI~TtlRES (SjgMtare• @ IJOt D«:e•uri.l!l _., concurrencw, but that elle ••-..-ne. I»,. .!»en .rNd and 
t:J.•r::u..-4. } 
~~ENT _______________________________________ ~DATE~----------------------------
D!Slc:IIE! 
PURCIPAL 
------------------------------------~DATE~-------------------------
DATl 
fthc> c:onUnued e.~~~>lo!l-nt J• not recoa.nded, Jr not alre•d!l •ubaitted, copje• or evalu.~tJons, 
conrerenc.•, --· coun•elJng report•, ete., ahould .!» attecbed to tJU• evaluation. A re•ponse 
b!l the e-,p.Zo~ to W• evaluation w1ll .1» rJled: re• M:> • .a ClOP!/ or OI>J• e•aluat.1on 
~.zl .!»placed Jn tbe --.plo~·· per-l rUe 110 ear-;;;; cbiii7.1N da!l• roll011.11J§j' tbe date 
or till• .rePOrt. 
CDliiS: l8t - Cattal Offiee; 2Dd - IYaluator; lrcl - Pr1Jic1pal 
07/01/12 
APPENDIX D 
CO-PRI~CIPAL JOB DESCRIPTIO~S 
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SE:CONDARY P!UNCIPAL OF ADMINlS'l'RAl'ION 
~: Pri.nciplll of Adcinistration 
Minimum Reguire:nent: Narth C.rclina Cartifiate in Education.l Administration 
endcned far aecondary principals al:ld such other require-
-nta u utabl.iahed by the local :ac.rd of Education. 
Evaluated !!V: Aru Superintendent 
Overview: 
~e Secondary Principal of Administration is respo:nsillle for ac:tinister-
in; t.'le total school :.~;=e::.t p:'Oc;=a::. 'r.le Secondary P:"il'lCipal of Adminis-
tration will provide leadership and will coordinate services at the local 
level., such as :.intenance, safety, transportation, financial and accounting 
functions, and other related services. 
The Secondary Principal of Admi.nistration vill vork cooperatively with 
the Secondary Principal of Instruction to achieve and 111.1intain the best possible 
eduation.al enviromaent for the education of young people. 
Duties ar~ Responsibilities: 
l.O Staff Personnel 
'l'he Secondary Principal of Aac.Lnistration will: 
l.l Be responsillle fer the 11\lpervisio:n and evaluation of all non-
certl.ficated personnel assic;ne4 to the b!Ul~. 
1.2 In cooperation vith the Secondary Principal of Instruction, be 
responsible fer the c:ocrd:UI.ation of the aelection, assiqnment, 
supervision, evaluation, transfer, and discharge of all certified 
personnel in the achool. 
2. o Pupil Pera=:nel. 
The Secandary Principal of Administration villr 
... 
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2.l Provide a IJYStelll of attcdance, acCOWlti.nq, an4 r~ keeping for 
al.l atudenu . 
2.2 Develop proee41.lres tar: .iJapl•enti.nq school district policy relating 
tc the health, ufety, diacipl.ille, .M tun.poruation of students 
asaiqned to tlle at~e unit. 
2.3 Pl:ovide a irYStem of c~cation betveen atudents, staff, and 
p&rents to -•t student needs an4 to satisfy the concer:c.s of the 
school cammmity. 
2.4 Initiates, directs, aiid supervises a progru of pupil guidance in 
an efficient and effective manner which meets the needs of the pupil 
personnel body and is in accordance with the policies, rules, requ-
laticns, educational objectives, an4 the philosophy of the school 
and local Board of Education. 
3.0 Student Activities 
The Secondary Pl:incip&l of Aebinistration will: 
3.1 coordinate, direct, and evaluate all extra~icular student acti-
tivities including the athletic proqrm of the school. 
3.2 COOperate with students an4 design•ted suff mSDbers to plan and 
develop a budget to aeet the needs of the stuc!e."lt activity proc;rm. 
4.0 Financial and a:siness Management 
The Secondary Pl:incip&l of Administration wil.l: 
4.1 Estal:lliah and mainuin procedUres in accordance vith guidelines 
rec:CIIIIIended by the controller for accurate accounti.nq, auditing, 
an4 reparting of all fin.ancid activities of the school i:x:luding 
ext:ra-c=icu.lar accounts. 
4.2 Maintain a ~~YStem of gen.ral tudget control of all expenditures 
and p~:rchases within the buil.ding. 
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4.3 Evaluate a:mually the Ufective."less of business manaqcent meth:>d5 
uaed to illpl-t the total sc:hccl proc;r11111. 
5. 0 Scheel Jklj,ldinq and Equi~t 
'1'he Sec:cnc!ary Princ:i~l of Admi..n.Utraticn vill: 
5.1 Aasist staff and eenttal office personnel in planninq sc:hccl 
facilities, :renovations, c:r r~elinq of such bui.lctinqs. 
5.2 Will cooperate vith the central office staff in establishing pri-
orities fer the proper m.aintenAnce an~ operation of the schccl plant. 
5.3 Will plan and maintain proper utillzation and inventory of school 
building eC>Uipn.ent, materiah, and property. 
S .4 Will provide and plan fer cca::unity use of the schccl building. 
6.0 School-<:am::unity Relations 
'rhe Secondary Principal of Administration will: 
6.1 In cooperation with the Se~ary Princi~l of Instruction, conduct 
a public :rehtioll5 p:roc;ra::~ to promote ca::munication between parents 
and schccl. 
6.2 Channel cOIII:Wlication between the school and patrons of the ca::::nmity. 
7.0 Professional Gravtb 
'l'he Secondary Principal of ~st:.Jt.i.cn will: 
7.1 Prancte p:ofessional q:rovth of the school staff by maintaining his 
own prcq:r11111 of professional q:rovth. 
7.2 Participate in professional growth activities for i=provement of 
Skill.s and acquisition of knowledge. 
7.3 Study current administrative and organization trends in his areas 
of :rupansibility. 
8.0 SYppc:rtive Services 
'l'he Secondary Pri.nci~l of A4m.inistration villa 
I 
S.l 
8.2 
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Pl.an, c:oordinate, .upcrvi-, a~ evaluate the vcrk of the supportive 
services vithi:l the buildinq. 
Faci~ute the develos-nt of an affective vcrkillg relationship 
betveen the staff an4 the supportive services personnel. 
9. 0 Orqani.:ation and Adc!:liatration 
'l"ba Secondary Pri.nc:i~ of Administration vill: 
9.1 Participate ill decision ~~~Akin; as a lli.cber of the a=.i.nistrative 
c:cunc:il. 
9.2 Direct acZiniatrative policy and participate in decision lll4king at 
all levala vhen requested to do ao cr vhen the policies in question 
affect the school's operation. 
9.3 Accept responsi.!:illty and :be acc=~e for t.'le ove::all e!!ective-
ZleSS of the ac:hool proc;rams for vhich he is directly responsible. 
1 
... 
SECONOAA.Y PRDCIPAI. OF INS'!'ROC'l'ION 
~: Pri..Dcip.lll of :tm~tion 
Minimum Reguirel!lent: North C&rollM Certi.ficate in Educational Administration 
~orsed .by .NCO~ principds and ~ch other require-
..nta •• establlahed .by tlle local :Beard of Education. 
!:valuated Bv: Area Superi:ltendent 
Ovarviev: 
The Sec:o!ldary Principd of Inatruction ie responsi!lle for establishing 
with the faculty tlle goals and objectives of the instructional p:rogrlll!l in 
accordance vitll school policy and p:rocec!ure. 'l'he Secondary Principal of 
Instruction vill provide leaderahip in the !!Uperviaion of the instructional 
p:roc;rUJ, cccrdination of the teaching staff, and the evaluation of all instruc-
tional personnel in accordance vith the p:roced=es established by the local 
Beard of Education. 
'l'he Secondary Principal of Instruction vill vcrk cooperatively with t.'le 
Secondary Pri..Dcipal of Administration to achieve and zuintain the best 
possible educational enviroment for the education of young people. 
Duties and ~espor.sibilities: 
1.0 CUrriculum and Instruction 
'l'he Secondary Principal of Instruction will: 
1.1 Be responsible fer organizing, directi%llg, and evaluatJ.nq all 
instruction vi thin the building. 
1.2 PrCIIIIote and carry out all ~ervice training activities end 
orientation appropriate to the needs of peraonnel vi thing the 
building. 
1.3 Support the district in-.ervice programs. 
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1.4 Suva as a rUOiace pc"Sal vhen calla~ upon .by the 4irector of 
1.5 Prov!~e 1u~ership in ic5entifyi.nq school needs anc5 determininq 
1.6 Zn:fa:m the auf! of the c5istrict 's educationd philosophy and 
objectives a%¥5 assist the vith the plamliJlCi and impleentation 
of the pres=i.bed inatructional proc;r-. 
2 .o Staff Personnel 
The Secondary Principal of Instruction vill: 
2.1 In cooperation vith the Secondary Principal of Administration, be 
responsible for the coordination of the selection, assiqnment, 
supervision, evaluation, transfer, and discharge of all certified 
personnel in the school. 
2.2 JCeep pericxtic written records on the performance of all personnel; 
interview and rec011111end the selection, prCIDOtion and retention, cr 
~ismissal of all personnel. 
2.3 Actively 1110rk with ataff personnel in a reaCII.U"ce-aupport role in an 
effort to facilitate aprov~ professional competence. 
2.4 Pron~e opportunity for teachers to partici~te i:n achool planr.ing 
a%¥5 ~istrict policy development. 
3.0 Pupil Personnel 
'l'he Secondary Principal of I:catruction will: 
3.1 Prov~e a ayate of pupil placeent, evaluation, and follow-up of 
instructional relat~ pupil activitiea. 
3.2 Coordinate pupil peraonnal activities with the educational program 
in light of .awld educational philoaophiea. 
3.3 Provide a ayate of CCIIIII!Wlication between atudenta, ataff, and 
1 7 5 
para.nta to .bett.r -et student needs and to utiafy the concerns 
of the school CCIIIIIIW1i ty. 
4.0 l'inancial and a.ainus ~g-nt - Xnst:ru~onal Materials 
'l'he Secondary Principal of Inat:ruc:tion vill: 
4.1 With the assistance of his staff, develop e budget recc::lllllllelldation 
for the Secondary Principal of Administration thAt vill meet the 
needs of the instructional program. 
4.2 Maintain pro~ utilization and inventory of instructional ma~erials 
and supplies. 
5. 0 Schcol-<:a=-.mi ty Relations 
The Secondary Principal of :Instruction vill: 
5 .l Aasist the Secondary Principal of Ad::l.i:cistration in implementing 
and maintaining en on-qoing syste= of cCIIICWlication between parents 
and school. 
5.2 Maintain an efficient pupil progress reporting system to paren:s. 
5.3 Initiate and coordinate plans for utilization of c:a:munity re-
sources in the instructional prcgram. 
5.4 Interpret board policy to the staff end schccl cammmity. 
6.0 Professional Growth 
'I'he Secondary Principal of Instruction vill: 
6.1 Prcmcte professional growth by staying abreast of ~rent instruc-
tional practices and trends through the reading of professional 
i:cfo:cution, attendance at seminars end c:curses as needed or required. 
7.0 Organization ant5 Admi.:ciatration 
'l'he Secondary Principal of I:catruetion vill: 
7.1 l)avelop in co:ccert vith the faculty, long-range plans for the 
inatruc:tio:cal operation of ~ achcol. 
1 
_ ... 
176 
7.2 Initiate and direct efficict proeeduru for the establishment 
and aai:ltan&Dce of the envirom~ent which vlll provide optimal 
opport\mities for pupils to utilize illstructional experiences to 
thejz fullut. 
7.3 Accept ruponaibility and be ac:count.able for the ov.r-aU effec-
ti.vanua of the achool proe,;rams for which he ia directly :responaible. 
l 
Pamela S. Mayer 
Superintendent 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools 
Auqust 12, 1982 
967-8211 -
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School System Uses Co-Principal Design To Address Junior High 
Challenges 
OR 
Co-Principals: An Innovative Approach to Junior High· School 
Administration 
The Chapel Bill-Carrboro City Schools, will begin to field 
test this year a new administrative design for junior high schools 
called the •co-principalship.• 
~he board of education has called for the concept to be 
implemented this year at Grey Culbreth Junior High School and next 
year, at Guy B. Phillips Junior High School. 
With the new structure, the school system has renewed its 
focus on both the instructional program and administrative services, 
by having one principal responsible for each of those areas. Two 
principals, with equal authority, will have distinct but overlapping 
responsibilities in the school. 
The co-principal for administration, the executive head of the 
school, will be responsible for fiscal management of the school, 
support services such as guidance and health, the co-curricular 
program, and the school's buildings and grounds. 
The co-principal for instruction will center his/her energies 
on just that -- the instructional program. As head of instruction, 
~~e co-principal will be responsible for courses the school ~!It~~. 
selection and evaluation of. instructional personnel, and student 
testing. 
Duties of the two co-principals will overlap in the areas of 
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student discipline, parent and comcunitv ~••oonsivaness. internal 
school communications, and goals and objectives for the school. 
~he concept appealed to the Chapel Bill-Carrboro Schools 
as a way of coping with increased administrative demands at the 
junior high level. ~he school district has participated in 
several recent studies which either confirmed new practices or 
resulted in additions to the junior high program. ~hey have 
included interdisciplinary teaming, block scheduling, and advisor-
advisee program.. 
~he dual concept can also provide a model for students that 
cooperation and collaboration are effective strategies for solving 
problems. Because the junior high school serves students during a 
particularly critical time in their development, the schools have 
attempted not to succumb to those difficulties but to tackle them 
in an logical, aggressive way with the goal of continued 
improvement. 
Furthermore, school studies have indicated and school system, 
and even state test score~have pointed to the need for greater 
attention to or revisions in the junior high school program. 
~he co-principalship concept became a possibility for Culbreth 
this year when the assistant principal requested a leave of absence 
in June. ~hat vacancy provided an opportunity to upgrade the 
position and seek a co-principal for the school as a first step in 
full implementation at both junior high schools. ~he concept for 
Phillips Junior High School will be initiated with the 1983-84 school 
year. 
Studies of the co-principalship have pointed to these strengths 
in the approach: 
• improved profea.ional development of teachers 
• improved communication both inside the school 
and vi th the c0111111unity 
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• improved •tudent behavior 
• improved dialogue &bout the curriculum 
• more ••siatance for cla•aroom teacher• 
The auccea• of the co-principal•hip will depend, in p~rt, 
on the employment of two people in those positions vho have 
compatible philosophies and personalitie• and vho can develop a 
close working relation•hip. 
The co-principal •tructure has been used successfully in ether 
•chool di•tricts in California, Connecticut, and in North Carolina. 
The first two years of working with the co-principalship will 
be years of evaluation and adjustment. 
Parents and teachers, together with students, will be asked 
to participate in field testing the concept. Extensive involvement 
will be elicted in the fortr -::! i;o:~~rviaws and sur".-eys. These :lata 
will !o== the basis for improving and/or changing the co-principal 
design. 
... 
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ROCK~ MOUNT CI~ SCHOOLS 
Secondary Principal of Administration 
(Respansihilities) 
Ma 1984 
J. To insure smooth and efficient, effective and pleasant physical environ-
ment for learning: 
A. Establishes and maintains efficient and effective procedures and 
guidelines for the promotion and maintenance of health and safety 
throughout the buildings and grounds in accordance with state and 
local codes and regulations. 
B. Inspects building regularly and conducts fire drills. 
D. ReviPWS job expectations, requirements, and performance on a regular 
basis with the custodial staff. 
II. To insure that an efficient, effective, and solvent fiscal program exists 
for the s choo 1 : 
A. Establishes and maintains in accordance with guidelines recommended 
by the Assistant Super;~tendent for Business Affairs for accurate 
inventory of equipment and materials assigned to the building. 
B. Establishes and maintains in accordance with the guidelines recommended 
by the Assistant Superintendent for Business Affairs the requisitioning, 
receiving, inspecting, storing, recording, operating, maintaining, and 
distributing of all equipment and supplies necessary to efficient and 
effective operation of the school building and its program. 
C. Establishes and maintains procedures in accordance with the guidelines 
recommended by the Finance Officer and/or the Assistant Superintenti~,t 
for Business Affairs for accurate accounting, auditing, and reporting 
policies and procedures of all financial activities of the school 
building including extra-curricular accounts. 
III. To promote effective school-community relations: 
A. Interprets Board policy to the staff and school community. 
B. Establishes sound and cooperative relationships with the citizens of 
the community through attending community meetings, becoming involved 
in civic affairs, and promoting school events. 
C. Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
to achieve maximum results in the continuous flow of accurate school-
related information, internally and externally, by the most appropriate 
media or means and in accordance with the criteria developed by the 
school district. 
D. Meets with individuals or groups privately or publicly to discuss 
and interpret the policies, rules and regulations, goals and 
r----- ------ ---....,., .. 
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objectives. and instructional programs of the school. 
E. Works to effectively implement the Marketing Plan. Effective Schools 
Research. and any other innovations as requested by the Superintendent. 
F. Insures attendance and supervision of school-related events. 
IV. To insure efficient and effective operation of school buses: 
A. Initiates and coordinates in accordance with established procedures 
and fn coordination with appropriate central office staff the 
transporting of all eligible pup1ls to and from school during regular 
school hours and for designated special events. 
V. To insure optimum attendance and self-discipline of pupils and teachers: 
A. Establishes and maintains an efficient and effective procedure and 
criteria for the daily accounting of all pupils and teachers in 
accordance with the po~icies. rules. and regulations of the Rocky 
Mount City Schools and the State Board of Education. 
B. Formulates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for the maintenance of pupil discipline within the building and its 
immediate environment during all times that pupils are present and 
in accordance with the policies. rules. and regulations of both the 
Rocky Mount City Schools and the State Board of Education. 
VI. To insure and maintain efficient and effective pupil personnel services: 
A. Develops. in conjunction with the Secondary Principal of Instruction. 
the master schedu1e. 
B. Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for scheduling pupils and teachers into extra-curricular activities. in a 
manner which maximizes the utilization of all resources to provide 
opttmal curricular and extra-curricular opportunities for the student 
body. 
C. Initiates. directs. and supervises a program of pupil guidance in an 
efficient and effective manner which meets the needs of the pupil 
personnel body and in accordance with the policies. rules. regulations. 
and educational objectives and the philosophy of the Rocky Mount City 
Schools and the State Board of ~ducation. 
VII. To insure continued personal and professional growth: 
A. Keeps informed of current instructional practices and trends through 
reading. 
B. Attends seminars. short courses. and meetings as needed or required. 
VIII. To insure. in consultation with co-principal for instruction/administration. 
coordination of instructional/administrative program and procedures: 
A. Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for the establishment and maintenance of the environment which maximizes 
__ .... _ -··--
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the teaching-learning activities in order to provide optimal opportuni-
ties for pupils to utilize instructional opportunities to their fullest. 
B. Establishes and conducts staff meetings as needed for the purpose of 
discussing and evaluating specific areas of responsibility and the 
general o~erat1on of the school. 
D. Submits an annual report to the Superintendent. 
E. Delegates authority and responsibility to staff members as needed to 
achieve ~aximum results. 
F. Jointly evaluates instructional personnel in accordance ~ith the 
established procedures of the Board of Education. 
G. Jointly reviews instruction and administration evaluation of personnel. 
H. Develops in cor.cert ~ith faculty, long-range plans for the administrative 
and instructional operation of the school. 
I. Performs other duties as requested by the Superintendent. 
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ROCKY MOUN'l' CITY SCHOOLS 
Secondary Principal of Instruction 
(iespnnsibilitits) 
Ma 1984 
I. To insure curriculum development and revision essential for improvement 
of the instructional program: 
II. 
A. Provides leaders~ip to teachers, and ot~er instructionally-related 
personnel, to examine instructional programs, establis~ goals and 
objectives consistent with system-wide goals, objectives, and 
school needs. 
B. Provides leadership to teachers consistent with school goals, 
objectives, and needs in order to pre~are an~/or revise curriculum 
offerings, as well as to plan and implement needed instructional 
changes. 
C. Appoints appropriate committees to study course offerings, evaluate 
books, equipment, and teaching materials. Reviews and discusses 
committee findings, arrives at conclusions, and makes recommendations 
to the Superintendent and/or his designee, the Director of Instructional 
Services. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
'Z. 
To 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
Coordinates with the teaching staff, the selection of textbooks, 
equipment, teaching materials, and makes recommendations for 
purchase of same. 
Coordinates Southern Association self-study. 
Develops, in conjunction with t~e Secondary ~~incipal of Administration, 
the master schedule. 
~=~~~~sters the SIJITI!ler school program, ·:~en applicable. 
insure optimum instruction in each classroom within the school: 
Observes and supervises instructional programs. 
Jointly evaluates instructional personnel in accordance with the 
established procedures of the Board of Education. 
Makes recommendations to the Superintendent and/or his designee, 
the Assistant Superintendent for Personnel and Administrative Services, 
regarding dismissal and non-renewal of teachers. 
Initiates and recommends in consultation with teac~ers, to the Director 
of Instructional Services, whic~ in-service education progra~ would 
enhance the quality of t~e instructional program. 
Initiates and directs, in consultation wit~ t~e Director of Instructional 
Services, procedures and criteria for an evaluation program w~ich 
efficiently, effectively, and continuously appraises the performance 
of the instructional program in the school in terms of the adopted 
-· 
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educational objectives and philosophy of the Rocky Mount City 
Schools and ma~es revisions as necessary for the improvement and 
excellence of the curriculum and instructional processes. 
F. Coordinates the orientation programs. 
III. To promote effective school-community relations: 
A. Interprets Board policy to the staff and school community. 
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B. Establishes sound and cooperative relationships with the citizens of 
the community through attending community meetings, becoming i~volved 
in civic affairs, an~ promoting school events. 
C. Initiates and directs efficiert and effective procedures and criteria 
to achieve maxi~~~.~~~::; 1r. ~~~ ;;~::-~ous flow of accurace sc~ool­
related info~!•ion, internall~ and ex~ftrnally, by the ~ost ap~~opriate 
media or means and in accordance with the criteria developed by the 
school district. 
D. Meets with individuals or groups privately or publicly to discuss 
and interpret the policies, rules and regulations, goals and 
objectives, and instructional programs of the school. 
E. Works to effectively implement the Marketing Plan, Effective Schools 
Research, anti any other innovations as requested by the SuPerintendent. 
F. Insures attendance and supervision of school-related events. 
IV. To insure continued personal and professional growth: 
A. Keeps informed of current instructional practices and trends through 
reading. 
B. Attends seminars, short courses, and meetings as needed or required. 
V. To insure, in consultation with co-principal for instruction/administration, 
coordination of instructional-administrative programs and procedures: 
A. Initiates and directs efficient and effective procedures and criteria 
for the establishment and maintenance of the environment which maximizes 
the teaching-learning activities in order to provide optimal opportuni-
ties fer pupils to utilize instructional opportunities to their fullest. 
B. Establishes and conducts staff meetings as needed for the purpose of 
discussing and evaluating the instructional program and the general 
operation of the school. 
C. Submits an annual report to the Superintendent. 
D. Delegates authority and responsibility to staff members as needed to 
achieve maximum results. 
E. Jointly reviews instruction and administration evaluation of personnel. 
w 
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F. Develops in concert with faculty, 1ong-ran~e plans for the administra-
tive and instructional operation of the school. 
G. Performs a11 other duties as requested by the Superintendent. 
'n'IOIIIUville City Schoola 
'n'lomaavilla Middle School (6-8) 
Pt-incipal fl 
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L~sures effectiv. and pleasar.t phyaical environ-.nt for learning 
by implementing procedure• and quidelines for the .. intenance 
of health and safety throU9hout the buildin;a and qrounds. 
Ina~ta buildin; reqularly and conduct• fire drills. 
Aevie,.. ... intenanc:e requeata and perfonaance on a rec;ular 
buia vith the custodial staff. 
~
t&blishea and aaintains accurate inventory of equipment 
and -terial a .. iqned to the bul.ldin;. 
equesta, receives, and diatributes all equipment and aupplies 
eceasary to efficient and effective operation of the achool 
building and ita proqram. 
SUperviaea the transporting of all eliq1ble pupils to and from 
achool and for athletic and other apecial eventa. 
Maintains an efficient and effective procedure and criteria 
for the da1ly account1n9 of all pupila and teacher• in accordance 
vith the poll.cies, rules, and regulations of the 'n'lomasville 
City and State lk:>ard of El:Sucation and work to reduce the 
number of absences and check-outa. 
Asaiats ~eachera vith reports and recorda and aubmits monthly 
report• to the auperintendent. 
Supervises duty personnel to make certain that the staff is 
placed in appropriate places to superviae atudents during the 
achool day aa well as at other activities. 
JOintly evaluate• all instructional personnel in accordance 
vith the established procedures of the Board of Education. 
In cooperation vith the aasistant principal, formulates and 
directa efficient and effective procedure• !or the maintenance 
of pupil discipline within the building and ita immediate 
environment durin; all times that pupila are present and in 
accordance vi th the policies, rulea, and regulations of the 
1bomasville City Board of Education. 
SUperviaea the cafeteria durin; lunch hours and coordinates 
the free lunch proqram properly checkin; the enroll.lllent of 
students into the proqram and updating the list • 
.._rforaa other duties as directed by the superintendent. 
I 
'lhomuville CJ.ty Schoole 
'lhomaaville Middle School (6-8) 
Principal 12 
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Haintaine accurate accountinq, auditinq, and reportinq policiee 
and procedure• of all financial activitiee, includinq extra-
curricular eccounte. 
~
Aes~nslble for echedulinq all pupile and aesiqninq all teacher• 
1th1n the achool, includ1nq extra-curricular activitiee. 
Worlte Wl.th qu1dance pereonnel in .. etinq the needs o! the 
pup1le. Schedule• aeaambly proqrama and suparviaea conduct 
t easembllea. 
gtabliahes and conducts ate!! meeting• ee needed !or the purpose o! d1acuas1nq and eveluat1nq the operat1on o! the chool proqra:n. Delegates authorl.ty and respons1b1l1ty to ate!! members to 
ch1eve maXl.mum results. 
Provides leadership to teachers, and other instructionally-
related peraonnel, establ1shes qoals and objectivea, and 
dec1des which in-aervice programs would improve the quality 
o! the instruction program. 
Plans and implement• needed inatructional changes. 
appropriate committees to atudy course c!!erings, 
and aelect books and teaching materials. 
Initiates preliminary investigation relative to proposed 
Southern Association aelf-study. 
and auperviaes instructional programs. 
~
intly evaluates all instructional peraonnel in accordance 
th the established procedures o! the Board o! n1ucation. 
lees recommendations to the superintendent regarding dismissal 
d non-renewal o! teachera. 
Interprets Board policy to the ata!f and achool community. 
Perform• other duties aa directed by the .uperintendent. 
1 
TITtE: 
QUALIFICATIOKS: 
JOB GOAl.: 
Co·Principal for Instruction 
ll Master's Degree 
2l North Carolina Principal's Certificate 
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Jl Strong background in curriculum development and 
instructional leadership 
The Co·Principal for Instruction will work cooperatively 
.with the Co·Principal for Ad:ninistration in developing 
and impl~nting policies, programs. and budgets in a 
manner that promotes the educational development of each 
student and the professional development of each staff 
member. 
The Co·Principal for Instruction is responsible for 
establishbg with the faculty the goals and objectives 
of the instructiona~ progr~~. 
The Co-Principal for Instruction will provide leadership 
in the supervision of the instructional program, 
coordination of the teaching staff. and the evaluation 
of instructional personnel in accordance with the 
policies and procedures established by the Board of 
Education. 
A. ram: To 
rev1510n esser. 1a for 
1. Provides leadership to teachers, and other instructionally·rela~ca 
personnel, to exa~ine instructional programs, establish goals and 
objectives consistent with system-wide goals,· objectives ana 
school needs. 
Z. Provides leadership to teachers consistent with school goals, 
objectives and needs in order to prepare and/or revise curriculum 
offerings. as well as to plan and implement needed instructional 
changes. 
3. A;Jpoints app.roprfate co11r.1ittees to study course offerings ana to 
evaluate textoooks. equipment and teaching materials. Reviews and 
discusses CClTITiittee findings, arrives at conclusions, and rnakes 
recommendations to the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. 
4. Coordinates with the teaching staff in setting priorities 
concerning expenditures for instructional materials and supplies. 
5. Initiates and directs. in consultation with the Assistant 
Superintendent for Instruction, an evaluation prograrn which 
appraises the effectiveness of the instructional program in the 
school in terms of the a~opted educational objectives and 
phi 1 osophy of the Chape 1 ."li 11-Carrboro City Schoo 1 s and makes 
revisions as necessary for tt:e improvement of the instructional 
processes. 
8. 
who 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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Work~ with th~ ·Assistant Su~rint~ndent for Support S~rvic~s in 
the sel~tion and assignment of instructional personn~l. 
Evaluat~s ·all instructional personn~l 1n accordanc~ with estab-
lished procedures. 
Actinly works with instructional p~rsonn~l in r~sourc~/support 
role to facilitat~ improv~d professional p~rformanc~. 
Makes recommendations to the Assistant Superint~nd~nt for Support 
~rvices regarding di$miSSal and non-r~newal of t~achers. 
Initiat~s and reconrnends in consultation with teachers. to the 
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. in-servic~ ~ducation 
programs which would enhance the quality of the instructional 
program and would promote staff growth. 
6. to<aintains good rapport with faculty through written, oral, and 
face-to-face communication. 
7. Provides information and support to newly-assigned faculty and 
assists in their professional development. 
C. Clientel~ Relationships and Th~ir Management: To maintain a favorable 
worklng relabonshlp wnh the school's cilentele: students, parents, 
and other members of the community. 
1. Implements orientation and registration programs for new students. 
2. Provides opportuniti~s whereby students can have appropriate input 
into the educational program. 
3. Defines and disseminates policies. rules and regulations regarding 
student classification. promotion and r~tention. 
4. Provides leadership to the development and implementation of a 
system for recording stud~nt p~rformance. identifying student 
needs, and communicating students' ~ducational development. 
5. Establish~s sound and cooperativ~ r~lationships with the citizens 
in th~ community through attending COI!Illunity meetings, becor.ling 
involved 1n civic affairs and promoting school ~vents. 
6. Initiates and dir~cts procedur~s for r~ceiving suggestions, 
distributing information and r~c~iving input from the community. 
7. Meets with individuals and groups privatPly or publicly to discuss 
and interpr~t th~ polici~s. ru~es and r~gulations, goals and 
obj~tiv~s. and instructi ;-;'' ;.-;•:;r!lll'S of fl)~ c~hool •. 
8. Mak~s.us~ of community r~sourc~s to ~nrich th~ school program. 
· 9. Insur~s attendance at and supervision of school-r~lat~d events. 
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0. Organizational Efficiency: To insure, 1n consultation with Co-Principal 
for Adm1nntrabon, coordination of 1nstructional-adnlinistrative pro-
grams and procedures. 
1. Initiates and directs efficient procedures for the estabHshment 
and •mai ntenance of the envirol'lllent which wi 11 provide optimal 
opportunities for students to utilize instructional experiences to 
their fullest. 
2. Maintains open communications between school-level operations and 
the Superintendent's Office. 
3. Establishes and conducts staff meetings as needed for the purpose 
of discussing and evaluating the operation of the sr.hool building 
and its program. 
4. 5•J!:Imits required local and state reports. 
5. Defines roles. delegates authority and responsibility to staff 
mer.tbers as needed to achieve the goals and objectives of the 
school. 
6. Jointly reviews instruction and administration of personnel. 
7. ~evelops in concert with faculty long-range plans for the 
administrative and instructional operation of the school. 
a. Interprets and carries out the policies established by the local 
board, State Soard of Education, North Carolina School La.,. and 
Federal La .... 
9. Com~lies with established lines of authority. 
10. Perfoms all other duties as requested by the Superintendent, 
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction and Assistant Superinten-
dent for Support Services. 
E. Professional Gl"l*th and Development: To insure continued professional 
and personal growth and development. 
1. Keeps informed of current instructional practices and trends. 
2. U~grades Q'oln professional knowledge and skills through profession-
al readings and attendance at training sessions, seminars, 
conferences and courses as needed or required. 
3. ~1akes use of supervisory and administrative assistance to improve 
performance. 
T!RMS OF EMPLOYMENT: 
EVALUATION: 
Twelve-month position. Salary in accordance with 
adopted schedule. 
In accordance with provisions of the School Board 
policy on Evaluation of Administrative Personnel. 
.TITlE: 
QUAL I FICATI OltS: 
JOB GCAI..: 
Co-Principal for Administration 
1) 
2) 
3) 
Mlst~r·s Oegr~~ · 
North Carolina Principal's Certificate 
Background in Educational Administration 
1 91 
The Co-Principal for Adlllinistration will serve as the 
Executive Head of the School. 
The Co·Prfncfpal for Administration will work coopera-
tively with the Co-Principal for Instruction in develop· 
ing and implementing policies, programs, and budgets in 
a JDanner that promotes the educational development of 
each student and the profeuional development of each 
staff llelllber. 
The Co-Principal for Administration is responsible for 
administering the school support services program. 
The Co-Principal for Administration will provide leader-
ship in the coordination of support services, such as 
financial and accounting functions, maintenance of the 
physical plant, school bus transportation, student and 
staff safety and other related services. The 
Co-Principal for Administration will be responsible for 
the supervision and the evaluation of support services 
personnel in accordance with the policies and procedures 
established by the Soard of Education. 
DUTIES AHD RESPONSIBILITIES 
A. Plannin , 
1nsure 
programs. 
Financial and Business Manage!rnt 
1. Establishes and -aintains procedures in accordance with guidelines 
rec011111ended by the ilirector of Finance for accurate accounting, 
auditing and reporting of all financial activities of the school, 
including extra-curricular accounts. 
2. Prepares and submits the school's budgetary requests, 1110nitors 
expenditure of funds, and assumes accountability for all monies.· 
3. ~orks cooperatively with the Finance Office to assure coordination 
of the school's financial operations with those of the school 
system. 
4. Establishes and implements procedures for the appropriate dis-
tribution and inventorying of materials, supplies, and equipment. 
5. Supervises the requisition, inventory, and distribution of 
supplies, textbooks, equipment and all materials necessary for the 
instructional program and operation of the school. 
6. Evaluates continually the effectiveness of business 111nagement 
•thods used to implement the total school _program. 
7 •. Coordinates South~rn Association Self-Study. 
B. 
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Maintenance of Ptl,ysical Pllnt 
1. Establishes and uintains efficient and effective procedures for 
th& promotion and uintenance of health and safety throughout the 
buildings and grounds in accordance with state and local codes and 
regulations. 
z. Establishes and implements a scheduled .aintenance inspection 
program'to assure proper .ainter.ance of school plant and grounds. 
3. Works cooperatively with the Director for Plant Maintenance in 
establishing priorities for the proper •aintenance and operation 
of the school plant. 
4. Develops appropriate building use schedules and overseA~ the 
community use of school facilities. 
School Bus Transportation 
1. Plans and coordinates. in cooperation with the Coordinator of 
School Bus Transportation. the use of bus transportation for 
school-related events. 
Z. Works with the Coordinator of Transportation in the supervision 
and evaluation of school bus drivers. and in the monitoring of 
student behavior on buses to and from school during regular school 
hours and for designated special events. 
Pupi1 Personnel Services 
1. Initiates and directs procedures for the effective scheduling of 
all students and teachers. including extra-curricular activities. 
z. Initiates. directs and supervises a program of pupil personnel 
services (i.e •• pupil guidance. health services. etc.) in an 
efficient and effective manner which meets the needs of the 
student body and is in accordance with the policies. rules. 
regulations. educational objectives. and the philosophy of the 
school and the Boa.rd of Education •. 
1. Works with the Assistant Superintendent for Support Services in 
the selection and assignment of support personnel (guidance staff. 
custodians. aides. cafeteria). 
z. Reviews job expectations. requirements. and performance on a 
regular basis with the support staff. 
3. Evaluates all support personnel in accordance with established 
procedures. 
c. 
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4. Actively works with support personnel in resource/supportive role 
to facilitate improved performance. 
5. Initiates and r~~nds to the Assistant Superintendent for 
Su~rt Services in-service programs which would enhance the 
quality of the support services progrm and would pi"'ODDte staff 
growth. 
6. Makes recommendations to the Assistant Superintendent for Support 
Services regarding the termination of support services staff. 
7. 11aintains good rapport with staff through written, oral and 
face-to-face communication. 
8. Provides information and support to newly-assigned staff and 
assists in their personal and professional development. 
9. Organizes the secretari a 1 services and offices to pro vi de 
effective clerical support to the school staff. 
10. uevelops and impl~nts effective work schedules for support 
staff, when appropriate. 
Clientele Relationships and Their Mana~nt: To maintain a favorable 
work1ng relat1onsh1p w1th the school's ~ntele: students, parents and 
other members of the community. 
1. Establishes and 111aintains procedures for the daily accounting of 
all students and teachers in accordance with the policies, rules, 
regulations of the State Soard of Education and the local Soard of 
Education. 
2. Coordinates, directs and evaluates all extra-curricular student 
activities, including the athletic program of the school. 
3. Establishes and impl~nts clearly-defined disciplinary procedures 
that have been communicated to and are understood by parents, 
students, staff, and the community. 
4. Defines and disseminates policies, rules, and regulations regard-
ing student discipline, suspension and expulsion •. 
5. Provides opportunities whereby students can have appropriate input 
into the educational program. 
6. Cooperates with the communit_,· in use of school facilities for 
community activities. 
7. Establishes sound and cooperative relationships with the citizens 
in the COIIr.lunity through attending conrnunity meetings, becoming 
involved in civic affairs and promoting school events. 
8. Initiates and directs procedures for r~eiving suggestions, 
distributing information and receiving input from the community. 
1 
u. 
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9. l¥et·s ~ith individuals and groups privately or publicly to discuss 
and interpret the policies, rules and regulations, goals and 
objectives, and instructional programs of the school. 
10. Makes use of community resources to enrich the school program. 
11. Insures attendance at and supervision of school-related events. 
~anizat1onal Efficiency: To insure in consultation with Co-Principal or lnstruCtlOn, coord1nation Of instructional-administrative programs 
and procedures. 
1. Initiates and directs efficient procedures for the establishment 
and maintenance of the environment which will provide optimal 
opportunities for students to utilize instructional experiences to 
their fullest. 
2. Maintains open communications between school-level operations and 
the Superintendent's Office. 
3. Establishes and conducts staff meetings as needed for the purpose 
of discussing and evaluating the operation of the school building 
and its program. 
4. Submits required local and state reports. 
5. Defines roles, delegates authority and responsibility to staff 
members as needed to ~chieve the goals and objectives of the 
school. 
6. Jointly reviews instruction an·d administration evaluation of 
personnel. 
7. Develops fn concert with faculty long-range plans for the 
administrative and instructional operation of the school. 
8. Interprets and carries out the policies established by the local 
board, State Board of Education, North Carolina School Law and 
Federal Law. 
9. Complies with established lines of authority. 
10. Performs all other duties as requested by the Superintendent, 
Assistant Superintendent for Support Services and Assistant 
Superintendent for Instruction. 
E. Professional Growth and Devel~nt: To insure continued professional 
and personal growth and development. 
1. Keeps informed of current instructional practices and trends. 
2. Upgrades own professional knowledge and skills through profession-
al readings and attendance at training sessions, seminars, 
conferences and courses as needed or required. 
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3. Makes use of supervisory and administrative assistance to improve 
performance. 
T£RMS CF E)I)LOMIIT: 
EVALUATION: 
Twelve-month position. Salary 1n accordance with 
adopted schedule. 
In accordance with provisions of the School Board 
policy on Evaluation of Administrative Personnel. 
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APPENDIX E 
LETTER TO THE CURRE!'IT SUPERI~TENDENT 
197 
/ r 51'7/Sg 'l e: C:::ls<e 1;1V00Vell J;/} I 
;:,?£0r~Jif 
High Point. No~th Ca~ollna 27260 . Qv.~o/ 1609 Whitman Place 
August 9, 1988 
(. (.. 7};.1 j4,.·~tf-.­
ffi-~ 
D~. C. Ouen Phllllp~. Superintendent 
High Point Public Schools 
P.O. Box 789 
High Point. NC 27261 
Dea~ Dr. Phllllps: 
The co-p~lnclpalshlp as lt exlsts ln the Hlgh Point 
Public Schools has bee~ a ur.!q~e ar.d swccessful concept of 
administ~atlve leade~shlp. In orde~ to complete my 
~equl~ement~ fo~ obtaining the docto~ate deg~ee f~om the 
Unlve~slty of No~th Carollr.a-G~eensboro, I have ~ele~ted to 
write my dl~se~tatlon on the co-p~lnclpalshiP as lt Is 
Implemented by ou~ school system. This p~ovldes a special 
opportunity to document a pa~t of the hlsto~y of our system. 
It Is ext~emely significant at thl~ time because the phase 
out of this concept ha~ now begun. 
I ~espectfully ~equest you~ pe~mlsslon to secure data 
for this ~esea~ch p~oJect th~o~Qh the u~e of system 
documents and though the process of Jntervlewlng and 
surveying va~lous constituents of the school system. 
I wll I handle all document~ very carefully and wl I l 
schedule lnte~vlew~ and survey~ In such a way as not to be 
dls~uptlve to the educational process of the system. 
Your klnd consideration of my request wlll be greatly 
app~eclated. 
Sincerely yours, 
~~ ~ ~l,ffl~b -
Elsle C. Groover 
cc: M~. Laurin Welborn. School Board Chairman 
APPENDIX F 
INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS 
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Jr-..l"J"ERVTEW RESPOr-..'DEl\.IS 
Board Members - 1976 
Mr. A. Laurin Wellx>m, Chairman* 
Dr. John D. Bridgers, Vice Chairman 
Mr. James Chestnut 
Mr. Edgar L. Dyer, Jr. 
Mrs. Dorothy K. Kearns 
Mr. Charles E. Neill, Jr. 
Rev. John E. Trotman 
Intervening Members 
Mr. Wilbur Amaker 
Mr. George Erath 
Mr. Roy Shipman 
Mr. A. Laurin Wellx>rn, Chairman* 
Rev. Roben Williams 
Current 
Mr. A. Laurin Wellx>rn, Chairman* 
Mrs. Marietta Wright, Vice Chairman 
Mr. Harding Edwards 
Mrs. Colleen Hartsoe 
Mr. Bruce Laney 
Mr. Alben Moore 
Superintendents 
Dr. Edwin West, Jr.- 1975-82 
Mr. Jerry Shaver, Interim 
Dr. C. Owen Phillips- 1983-
*A member of the Board that implemented the co-principalship who continued to serve 
through the intervening years and is currently serving. 
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Central Office Administrators 
Dr. Warren J. Anderson 
Associate Superintendent for Cuniculum/Instruction 
Dr. Lillie Jones 
Associate Superintendent for Pupil Personnel Services 
Dr. Frank Giles 
Associate Superintendent of Business and Finance 
Mr. Joe Hill 
Assistant Superintendent for Buildings and Grounds 
Dr. Carolyn Boyles, Director, Exceptional Children's Programs 
Mr. Kenneth Nance, Director. Vocational Education 
Mrs. Laura Benson, Media Services Coordinator 
Mr. Gerald Donnelly, Computer Education/Chapter I/festing 
Mrs. Jeanette Gann, Math/Science Coordinator 
Mrs. Elsie Groover, Middle Grades/Secondary Coordinator 
Mr. Bill Harris, Attendance Counselor 
Miss Landry Neely, Computer Services/SIMS Coordinator 
Mrs. Carolyn Penn, Health Education Coordinator 
Mrs. Gwendolyn Willis, Alcohol/Drug Education Coordinator 
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Or-Principals 
The principal for administration (P A) is given on the left 
The principal for instruction (PI) is given on the right 
Andrews High School 
Herb Hipps (P A)* 
Herb Hipps 
Frank Penn 
Emerson Heatherly 
Emerson Heatherly 
Central High School 
Lee Andrews (PA)* 
Lee Andrews 
Emerson Heatherly 
Frank Penn 
Frank Penn 
Ferndale Middle School 
Dean Dull (PA)* 
Dean Dull 
Bill Harris 
William Shelton 
William Shelton 
Griffin Middle School 
James Atkinson (P A)* 
James Atkinson 
Ronald Krall 
-Betty Welch (PI)* 
- Duane Kirkman 
- Frank Walker 
- Frank Walker 
-Elizabeth Thomas 
- Gaither Frye (PI)* 
- Emerson Heatherly 
- Michael Pierce 
- Michael Pierce 
- Richard Jones 
- (C. Wilton Hawkins) (PI)* 
- Elizabeth Thomas 
- Elizabeth Thomas 
- ELizabeth Thomas 
- Margaret Bray 
- Larry Coble (PI)* 
- Larry Graham 
- Elsie Groover 
Ronald Krall, Principal - Co-principals phased out in 1987 
Nonheast Middle School 
Emerson Heatherly (P A)* 
Rocky Wright 
Rocky Wright 
Gilda Scott 
-Ron Singletary (PI)* 
- Lillie Jones 
- Richard Jones 
- Richard Jones 
Gilda Scott, Principal - Co-Principals phased out in 1987 
*Original Co-Principals 
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As shown in Table 1, 63 (54.3%) of the seventh grade students thought that they 
knew what each co-principal did. However, 67 (57.7%) felt confused about which co-
principal should do what Seventy-five (64.7%) preferred not to have just one principal. 
Eighty-six (74.1 %) did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. Eighty-nine 
(76.7%) of the seventh graders thought that they knew the difference between a head 
principal and a co-principal. 
In Table 2, 99 (57.2%) of the eighth graders thought that they knew what each co-
principal did. Yet, 105 (60.7%) were confused about which co-principal should do what. 
One hundred eighteen (68.2%) preferred not to have one principal. One hundred fifteen 
(66.5%) did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. One hundred nineteen 
(68.8%) thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
Forty-seven (68.1 %) ninth graders at Andrews, as shown in Table 3, thought that 
they did not know what each co-principal did. Fifty-one (73.9%) were confused about 
which co-principal did what. Thiny-eight (55%) did not prefer to have one principal, and 
thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. Forty-
five (65.2%) did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. 
In Table 4, 24 (72.7%) of Central High's ninth grade students did not know what 
the co-principals did. Seventeen (51.5%) were confused about which co-principal did 
what. Twenty (60.6%) preferred one principal. Twenty-five (75.7%) did not think one co-
principal was really in charge. Twenty-four (72.7%) of the ninth graders felt that they 
knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
According to Table 5, 71 (69.6%) of all the ninth graders felt that they did not 
know what each co-principal did. Sixty-seven (65.7%) were confused about which co-
principal did what. Fifty-one (50%) preferred one principal and 51 (50%) preferred co-
principals. Seventy (68.6%) did not think that one co-principal was real!:; in charge. 
Table 1 
Seventh Graders' Perceptions of the Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 116 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ bt:twe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnetpal. 
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YES NO 
63 53 
(54.3%) (45.7%) 
67 49 
(57.7%) (42.2%) 
41 75 
(35.3%) (64.7%) 
30 86 
(25.8%) (74.1 %) 
89 27 
(76.7%) (23.2%) 
Table 2 
Eighth Graders' Perceptions of the Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 173 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
ccrprincipal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one ccrprincipal is 
really in charge? 
Do vou know the difference between 
a cO-principal and a head principal? 
YES 
99 
(57.2%) 
105 
(60.7%) 
55 
(31.8%) 
58 
(33.5%) 
119 
(68.8%) 
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NO 
74 
(42.7o/c) 
68 
(39.3o/c) 
118 
(68.2%) 
115 
(66.5%) 
54 
(31.2%) 
Table 3 
Ninth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principal ship 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 69 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ h<:tw~n 
a co-principal and a head pnnetpal. 
YES 
22 
(31.9%) 
51 
(73.9%) 
31 
(44.9%) 
24 
(34.8%) 
38 
(55.0%) 
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NO 
47 
(68.1%) 
18 
(26.0%) 
38 
(55.0%) 
45 
(65.2%) 
31 
(44.9%) 
Table 4 
Ninth Graders Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 33 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ t>t:twe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnetpal. 
YES 
9· 
(27.3%) 
17 
(51.5%) 
20 
(60.6%) 
8 
(24.2%) 
24 
(72.7%) 
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NO 
24 
(72.7%) 
16 
(48.5%) 
13 
(39.4%) 
25 
(75.7%) 
9 
(27.3%) 
Table 5 
All Ninth Graders' Perceotions Of The Co-Principalship 
Total Responses- 102 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ bt:twe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnCipal. 
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YES NO 
31 71 
(30.4%) (69.6%) 
67 35 
(65.7%) (34.3%) 
51 51 
(50.0%) (50.0%) 
32 70 
(31.3%) (68.6%) 
62 40 
(60.8%) (39.2%) 
Sixty-two (60.8%) felt that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head 
principal. 
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As shown in Table 6, 33 (50%) of the tenth graders at Andrews felt that they did 
know what each~..,_ principal did. Thiny-three (50%) also felt confused about what each 
co-principal should do. Thiny-eight (57.5%) did not prefer one principal. Forty (60.6%) 
of the tenth graders did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. Fifty-one 
(77.3%) thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
According to Table 7, 45 (68.2%) of the tenth graders at Cenrral thought that they 
did not know what each co-principal did. Thiny-seven (56.1 %) of the students were 
confused about which co-principal should do what Forty-three (65.1 %) did not prefer to 
have one principal. Fifty-six (84.8%) did not think that one co-principal was really in 
charge. Forty-five (68.1%) thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal 
and a head principal. 
In Table 8, seventy-eight (59.8%) of all the tenth graders thought that they did not 
know what each co-principal did. Seventy (53%) were confused about which co-principal 
should do what Eighty-one (62.3%) did not prefer to have one principal. Ninety-eight 
(74.2%) did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. Ninety-six (72.7%) 
thought that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
Thiny-nine (58.2%) of the eleventh graders at Andrew, according to Table 9, 
thought that they did not know what each co-principal did. Forty-three (64.2%) were 
confused aoout which co-principal should do what Fony-six (68.7%) did not prefer to 
have one principal. Forty-six (68.7%) also did not think that one one co-principal was 
really in charge. Forty-one (61.2%) thought that they knew the difference between a co-
principal and a head principal. 
Table 6 
Tenth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 66 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Aie you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ ~twe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnCipal. 
YES 
33 
(50.0%) 
33 
(50.0%) 
28 
(42.4%) 
26 
(39.3%) 
51 
(77.3%) 
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NO 
33 
(50.0%) 
33 
(50.0%) 
38 
(57.5%) 
40 
(60.6%) 
15 
(22.7%) 
Table 7 
Tenth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principal ship 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 66 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ ~twe,;:n 
a co-principal and a head pnnCipal. 
YES 
21 
(31.8%) 
37 
(56.1%) 
23 
(34.8%) 
10 
(15.1 %) 
45 
(68.2%) 
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I\0 
45 
(68.29C) 
29 
(43.9%) 
43 
(65.1 '7o) 
56 
(84.8%) 
21 
(31.8%) 
212 
Table 8 
All Tenth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 132 
YES NO 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 54 78 
(40.9%) (59.1 %) 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 70 62 
(53.0%) (47.0%) 
Would you rather have one principal? 51 81 
(38.6%) (61.4%) 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 34 98 
(25.7%) (74.2%) 
Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 96 36 
(72.7%) (27.3%) 
Table 9 
Eleventh Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Princioalship 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 67 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 
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YES NO 
28 39 
(41.8%) (58.2%) 
43 24 
(64.2%) (35.8%) 
21 46 
(31.3%) (68.7%) 
21 46 
(31.3%) (68.7%) 
41 26 
(61.2%) (38.8%) 
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According to Table 10, twenty-four (52.7%) of the eleventh graders at Central felt 
that they knew what the co-principals did. Twenty-nine ( 63.1%) were confused about 
which co-principal should do whaL Thirty-two (69.6%) students did not prefer one 
principal. Thiny-one (67.3%) did not think that one co-principal was really in charge. 
Thirty-nine (84.8%) felt that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head 
principal. 
In Table 11, sixty-one (54.0%) of all eleventh grade respondents felt that they did 
not know what the co-principals did. Seventy-two (63.7%) were confused by the co-
principals' roles. Seventy-eight (69%) did not prefer one principal. Eighty (70.8Cfc) felt 
that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
As shown in Table 12, forty-one (70.7%) seniors at Andrews thought that they 
knew what the co-principals did. Thirty-eight (65.5%) were confused by the co-principals' 
roles. Thirty-nine (67.2%) did not prefer one principal. F.ony-four (75.8%) did not think 
that one co-principal was really in charge. Thirty (51.7%) thought that they knew the 
difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
According to Table 13, nineteen (76.0%) of the seniors at Central High thought th:lt 
they knew what the co-principals did. Thineen (52.0%) students were not co:Uused by the 
co-principals' roles. Twenty-three (92.0%) did not prefer one principal. Seventeen 
(68.0%) did not think one co-principal was really in charge. Seventeen (68.0%) thought 
that they knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
System wide, as shown in Table 14, forty-seven (56.6%) of the seniors felt that 
they knew what the co-principals did. Fifty (60.2%) were confused by the co-principals' 
roles. Sixty-two (74.7%) of the seniors did not prefer one principal. Sixty-one (73.5%) 
did not think one co-principal was really in charge. Pony-seven (56.6%) thought that they 
knew the difference between a co-principal and a head principal. 
Table 10 
Eleventh Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principal ship 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 46 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ h<:twe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnetpal. 
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YES NO 
24 22 
(52.2%) (47.8%) 
29 17 
(63.1 %) (36.9%) 
14 32 
(30.4%) (69.6C:C) 
15 31 
(32.6%) (67.3%) 
39 7 
(84.8%) (15.2%) 
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Table 11 
All Eleventh Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Total Responses - 113 
YES NO 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 52 61 
(46.0%) (54.0%) 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 72 41 
(63.7%) (36.3%) 
Would you rather have one principal? 35 78 
(31.0%) (69.0%) 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 36 77 
(31.8%) (68.1 %) 
Do you know the difference between 
a co-principal and a head principal? 80 33 
(70.8%) (29.2%) 
Table 12 
Twelfth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 58 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one p:incipal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the clifferenc~ Ix:rwe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnCipal. 
YES 
17 
(29.3%) 
38 
(65.5%) 
19 
(32.8%) 
14 
(24.1 %) 
30 
(51.7%) 
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NO 
41 
(70.7%) 
20 
(34.5%) 
39 
(67.29C) 
44 
(75.8%) 
28 
(48.3%) 
Table 13 
Twelfth Graders' Perceptions Of The Co-Principalship 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 25 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Are you ever confused about which 
co-principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one co-principal is 
really in charge? 
Do vou know the difference between 
a cO-principal and a head principal? 
YES 
19 
(76.0%) 
12 
(48.0%) 
2 
( 8.0%) 
8 
(32.0%) 
17 
(68.0%) 
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I\'0 
6 
(24.0%) 
13 
(52.0%) 
23 
(92.0%) 
17 
(68.0%) 
8 
(32.0%) 
Table 14 
All Twelfth Qraders' Perceptions Of The CO= Principal ship 
Total Responses - 83 
Do you know what each co-principal 
in your school does? 
Aie you ever confused about which 
c0=principal should do what? 
Would you rather have one principal? 
Do you think one c0=principal is 
really in charge? 
Do you know the differenc~ tx:rwe;n 
a co-principal and a head pnnetpal. 
YES 
36 
(43.4%) 
50 
(60.2%) 
21 
(25.3%) 
22 
(26.5%) 
47 
(56.6%) 
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NO 
47 
(56.6%) 
33 
(39.8%) 
62 
(74.7%) 
61 
(73.5%) 
36 
(43.4%) 
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In Table 15. ninety-five (81.9%) of the seventh grade students thought that the 
principal for instruction (PI) was responsible for working with instruction. This was the 
only item with a clear majority. Uncertainty ranged from 11 (9.5%) for worked with 
instruction to 39 (33.6%) for course objectives. 
Table 16 shows that 143 (82.6%) of the eighth graders thought that they knew the 
PI was responsible for working with instruction. Eighty-seven (50.3%) thought the PI 
also observed and evaluated teachers. The PA did not receive 50% of the responses for 
any responsibility. The choice of both also did not receive 50% of the responses for any 
responsibility. Uncertainty ranged from 13 (7.5%) for student behavior to 49 (28.3%) for 
course objectives. 
In Table 17, sixty-five (94.2%) of the ninth graders at Andrews thought that the PI 
worked with instruction andthiny-five (50.7%) thought that he/she worked with student 
behavior. Forty-two (60.8%) thought that the PA prepared student schedules. Both co-
principals, as a choice, did not receive 50% of the responses for any responsibility. 
Uncertainty ranged from 4 (5.8%) for instruction to 23(33.3%) for approving use of the 
school building. 
According to Table 18, twenty-five (75.7%) of the 9th graders at Central thought 
that the PI worked with instruction. The PA was thought to prepare student schedules by 
17 (51.5%) students. Both co-principals. as a choice. received less than 50% of the 
responses for any one item. Uncertainty ranged from 3 (9.0%) for instruction to14 
( 42.4%) for course objectives and the supervision of janitors. 
Table 19 shows that ninety (88.2%) of all ninth grade students thought that the PI 
worked with instruction and 59 (57.8%) thought that the PA prepared student schedules. 
Both co-principals. as a choice. did not receive 50% of the responses for any 
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Table 15 
Seventh Graders' Perceptions of the Resoon,ibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 116 
I A B N 1\o"R 
Work with 95 3 6 11 1 
instruction (81.9%) (2.5%) (5.2%) (9.5%) (0.8%) 
Student 19 46 35 16 0 
schedules (16.4%) (39.6%) (30.2%) (13.8%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 11 38 45 22 0 
budget (9.5%) (32.8%) (38.8%) (18.9%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 15 23 44 34 0 
of building (12.9%) (19.8%) (37.9%) (29.3%) (0.0%) 
School 20 28 35 33 0 
objectives (17.2%) (24.1 %) (30.2%) (28.4%) (0.0%) 
Course 32 23 22 39 0 
objectives (27.6%) (19.8%) (18.9%) (33.6%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 52 17 35 12 0 
teachers (44.8%) (14.6%) (30.2%) (10.3%) (0.0%) 
Student 35 34 34 12 1 
behavior (30.2%) (29.3%) (29.3%) (10.3%) (0.8%) 
Parents 24 24 47 20 1 
(20.7%) ~20.7%) (40.5%) (17.2%) (0.8%) 
Public 29 32 27 28 0 
relations (25.0%) (27.6%) (23.3%) (24..1 %) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 20 39 37 19 1 
equipment (17.2%) (33.6%) (31.9%) (16.4%) (0.8%) 
Janitors 27 42 15 32 0 
(23.3%) (36.2%) (12.9%) (27.6%) (0.0%) 
Buses 16 41 32 27 0 
(13.8%) (35.3%) (27.6%) (23.3%) (0.0%) 
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Table 16 
Eighth Graders' Perceptions of the Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 173 
I A B N NR 
Work \.Vitl, 143 8 7 15 0 
instruction (82.6%) (4.6%) (4.0%) (8.7%) (0.0%) 
Student 34 57 47 34 1 
schedules (19.6%) (32.9%) (27.2%) (19.6%) (0.6%) 
Preoare 22 69 46 35 1 
budget (12.7%) (39.9%) (26.6%) (20.2%) (0.6%) 
Approve use 31 47 51 44 0 
of building (17.9%) (27.2%) (29.5%) (25.4%) (0.0%) 
School 35 28 69 41 0 
objectives (20.2%) (16.2%) (39.9%) (23.7%) (0.0%) 
Course 59 28 37 49 0 
objectives (34.1%) (16.2%) (21.4%) (28.3%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 87 35 34 17 0 
evaluate (50.3%) (20.2%) (19.6%) (9.8%) (0.0%) 
teachers 
Student 46 52 51 23 1 
behavior (26.6%) (30.0%) (29.5%) (13.3%) (0.6%) 
Parents 44 39 61 28 1 
(25.4%) (22.5%) (35.2%) (16.2%) (0.6%) 
Public 48 43 48 34 0 
Relations (27.7%) (24.8%) (27.7%) (19.6%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 41 64 35 33 0 
equipment (23.7%) (37.0%) (20.2%) (19.1) (0.0%) 
Janitors 51 42 39 41 0 
(29.5%) (24.3%) (22.5%) (23.7%) (0.0%) 
Buses 25 75 57 16 0 
(14.4%) (43.3%) (32.9%) (9.2%) (0.0%) 
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Table 17 
Ninth Graders' Perceptions of the Resoon.;ibilitie.; of the Co-Principals 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 69 
I A B N KR 
Work with 65 0 0 4 0 
instruction (94.2%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (5.8%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 
student 10 42 10 7 0 
schedules (14.5%) (60.8%) (14.5%) (10.1 %) (0.0'7c) 
Prepare 4 23 26 16 0 
budget (5.8%) (33.3%) (37.7%) (23.2%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 12 19 15 23 0 
of building (17.4%) (27.5%) (21.7%) (33.3%) (0.0%) 
School 23 20 14 11 1 
objectives (33.3%) (29.0%) (20.3%) (15.9%) (1.4%) 
Course 27 17 11 14 0 
objectives (39.1%) (24.6%) (11.9%) (20.3%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 13 23 26 7 0 
teachers (18.8%) (33.3%) (37.7%) (10.1%) (0.0%) 
Student 35 14 10 10 0 
behavior (50.7%) (20.3%) (14.5%) (14.5%) (0.0%) 
Parents 17 15 26 11 0 
(24.6%) (21.7%) (37.7%) (15.9%) (0.0%) 
Public 9 29 15 16 0 
relations (13.0%) (42.0%) (21.7%) (23.2.-~o) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 12 28 12 17 0 
equipment (17.4%) (40.6%) (17.4%) (24.6%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 22 15 14 18 0 
(31.9%) (21.7%) (20.3%) (26.0%) (0.0%) 
Buses 19 25 17 7 1 
(27.5%) (36.2%) (24.6%) (10.1%) (1.4%) 
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Table 18 
Ninth Qragers' Ps;rcentiQn~ Qf the Rs;~QQn~i!;!ilitie~ Qf the ~Q-PrinciQal~ 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 33 
I A B N NR 
Work with 25 2 3 3 0 
instruction (75.7%) (6.1%) (9.0%) (9.0%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 
student 4 17 5 7 0 
schedules (12.1 %) (51.5%) (15.1 %) (21.2%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 5 8 8 12 0 
budget (15.1 %) (24.2%) (24.2%) (36.4%) (O.Oo/c) 
Approve use 8 10 7 7 1 
of building (24.2%) (30.3%) (21.2%) (21.2%) (3.0o/c) 
School 12 5 11 4 1 
objectives (36.4%) (15.1 %) (33.3%) (12.1 %) (3.0%) 
Course 5 6 7 14 1 
objectives (15.1 %) (18.2%) (21.2%) (42.4%) (3.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 8 11 7 6 1 
teachers (24.2%) (33.3%) (21.2%) (18.2%) (3.0%) 
Student 10 6 10 6 1 
behavior (30.3%) (18.2%) (30.3%) (18.2%) (3.0%) 
Parents 4 14 9 5 1 
(12.2%) (42.4%) (27.3%) (15.1%) (3.0%) 
P....Iblic 10 7 7 8 1 
relations (30.3%) (21.2%) (21.2%) (24.3%) (3.0%) 
Supplies/ 10 5 5 13 0 
equipment (30.3%) (15.1%) (15.1%) (39.4%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 8 3 8 14 0 
(24.2%) (9.1 %) (24.2%) (42.4%) (0.0%) 
Buses 8 8 9 8 0 
(24.2%) (24.2%) (27.3%) (24.2%) (0.0%) 
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Table 19 
All Ninth Graders' Perceptions Of The Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 102 
I A B N NR 
Work with 90 2 3 7 0 
instruction (88.2%) (1.9%) (2.9%) (6.9%) (0.0%) 
Student 14 59 15 14 0 
schedules (13.7%) (57.8%) (14.7%) (13.7%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 9 31 34 28 0 
budget (8.8%) (30.4%) (33.3%) (27.4%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 20 29 22 30 1 
of building (19.6%) (28.4%) (21.5%) (29.4%) (0.99(;) 
School 35 25 25 15 2 
objectives (34.3%) (24.5%) (24.5%) (14.7%) (1.9%) 
Course 32 23 18 28 1 
objectives (31.4%) (22.5%) (17.6%) (27.5%) (0.9%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 21 34 33 13 1 
teachers (20.6%) (33.3%) (32.3%) (12.7%) (0.9%) 
Student 45 20 20 16 1 
behavior (44.1 %) (19.6%) (19.6%) (15.7%) (0.9%) 
Parents 21 29 35 16 1 
(20.6%) (28.4%) (34.3%) (15.7%) (0.9%) 
Public 19 36 22 24 1 
relations (18.6%) (35.3%) (21.6%) (23.5%) (0.9%) 
Supplies/ 22 33 17 30 0 
equipment (21.6%) (32.3%) (16.7%) (29.4%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 30 18 22 32 0 
(29.4%) (17.6%) (21.6%) (31.4%) (0.0%) 
Buses 27 33 26 16 0 
(26.5%) (32.3%) (25.5%) (15.7%) (0.0%) 
responsibility. Uncenainty ranged from 7 (6.9%) for instruc!ion to 32 (31.4/.jC) for 
supervision of janitors. 
226 
According to Table 20, fifty-seven (86.3%) of the tenth graders at Andrews High 
thought that the PI worked with instruction. Thirty-four (51.5%) thought the PA prepared 
student schedules. 
Both co-principals, as a choice, did not receive 50% of the responses for any 
responsibility listed. U ncenainty ranged from 1 ( 1.5%) for work 'hi th instruction to 20 
(30.3%) for ordered supplies and equipment 
As shown in Table 21, 57 (86.3%) of the tenth graders at Central High thought that 
the PI worked with instruction. The PA did not receive 50% of the responses for any given 
responsibility. Thirty-three (50%) of the students thought that both co-principals were 
responsible for school objectives. Uncenainty ranged from 5 (7.6%) for worked with 
inStruCtiOn tO 26 (39.4%) for aliOC'-•~ .>U_t;t':i..:..,, w<.,Uipinent, and SUppOtt ServiCeS. 
Table 22 indicates that 114 (86.3%) of all tenth graders thought that the PI worked 
with instruction. The PA and both co-principals, as choices did not receive 50% of the 
responses for any give responsibility. Uncenainty ranged from 6 (4.5%) for worked with 
instruction to 46 (34.8%) for allocated supplies, equipment, and suppon services. 
According to Table 23, fifty-four (80.6%) of the eleventh grade students at 
Andrews High thought that the PI worked with instruction. The PA and both co-
principals, as choices, did not receive 50% of the responses for any given responsibility. 
Uncenainty ranged from 7 (10.4%) for working with instruction to 34 (50.7%) for the 
handling of public relations. 
Table 24 shows that 37 (80%) of the eleventh grade students at Central High 
School thought that the PI worked with instruction. The PA and both co-principals, as 
choices, did not receive 50% of the responses for any given responsibility. Uncenainty 
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Table20 
Tenth Graders' Perceptions of the Resoonsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses- 66 
I A B N NR 
Work with 57 2 6 1 0 
instruction (86.3%) (3.0%) (9.1 %) (1.5%) (0.0%) 
Student 10 34 11 11 0 
schedules (15.1%) (51.5%) (16.7%) (16,77o) (0.0%) 
Prepare 3 28 19 16 0 
budget (4.5%) (42.4%) (28.8%) (24.2%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 10 20 18 18 0 
of building (15.1 %) (30.3%) (27.3%) (27.3%) (0.0%) 
School 22 11 23 10 0 
objectives (33.3%) (16.7%) (34.8%) (15.1%) (0.0%) 
Course 18 18 17 13 0 
objectives (27.3%) (27.3%) (25.7%) (19.7%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 20 18 14 14 0 
teachers (30.3%) (27.3%) (21.2%) (21.2%) (0.0%) 
Student 35 11 9 11 0 
behavior (53.0%) (16.7%) (13.6%) (16.7%) (0.0%) 
Parents 16 19 21 10 0 
(24.2%) (28.8%) (31.8%) (15.1%) (0.0%) 
Public 7 21 27 11 0 
relations (10.6%) (31.8%) (40.9%) (16.7%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 7 23 14 20 2 
equipment (10.6%) (34.8%) (21.2%) (30.3%) (3.0%) 
Janitors 12 29 9 16 0 
(18.1%) (43.9%) (13.6%) (24.2%) (0.0%) 
Buses 28 17 5 16 0 
(42.4%) (25.7%) (7.6%) (24.2%) (0.0%) 
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Table 21 
Tenth Graders' Perceptions of the Responsihilitie'S Of The Co-Principals 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 66 
I A B N 1\TR 
Work with 57 1 3 5 0 
instruction (86.3%) (1.5%) (4.5%) (7.6%) (0.0%) 
Student 15 28 6 15 2 
schedules (22.7%) (42.4%) (9.1 %) (22.7%) (3.0%) 
Prepare 5 22 21 18 0 
budget (7.6%) (33.3%) (31.8%) (27.3%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 6 20 20 20 0 
of building (9.1 %) (30.3%) (30.3%) (30.3%) (0.0%) 
School 11 8 33 14 0 
objectives (16.7%) (12.1 %) (50.0%) (21.2%) (0.0%) 
Course 20 15 14 17 0 
objectives (30.3%) (22.7%) (21.2%) (25.7%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 23 11 16 16 0 
teachers (34.8%) (16.7%) (24.2%) (24.2%) (0.0%) 
Student 13 13 22 18 0 
behavior (19.7%) (19.7%) (33.3%) (27.3%) (0.0%) 
Parents 14 7 27 18 0 
(21.2%) (10.6%) (40.9%) (27.3%) (0.0%) 
Public 12 12 18 23 1 
relations (18.1 %) (18.1%) (27.3%) (34.8%) (1.5%) 
Supplies/ 9 13 18 26 0 
equipment (13.6%) (19.7%) (27.3%) (39.4%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 14 20 7 25 0 
(21.2%) (30.3%) (10.6%) (37.9%) (0.0%) 
Buses 10 25 11 20 0 
(15.1%) (37.9%) (16.7%) (30.3%) (0.0%) 
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Table22 
All Tenth Graders' Perceptions Of The Responsibilities of the Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 132 
I A B N NR 
Work with 114 3 9 6 0 
instruction (86.3%) (2.3%) (6.8%) (4.5%) (0.0%) 
Student 25 62 17 26 2 
schedules (18.9%) (46.9%) (12.9%) (19.7%) (1.5%) 
Prepare 8 50 40 34 0 
budget (6.0%) (37.9%) (30.3%) (25.7%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 16 40 38 38 0 
of building (12.1 %) (30.3%) (28.2%) (28.3%) (0.0%) 
School 33 19 56 24 0 
objectives (25.0%) (14.4%) (42.4%) (18.2%) (0.0%) 
Course 38 33 31 30 0 
objectives (28.8%) (25.0%) (23.5%) (22.7%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 43 29 30 30 0 
teachers (32.6%) (21.9%) (22.7%) (22.7%) (0.0%) 
Student 48 24 31 29 0 
behavior (36.3%) (18.2%) (23.5%) (21.9%) (0.0%) 
Parents 30 26 48 28 0 
(22.7%) (19.7%) (35.3%) (21.2%) (0.0%) 
Public 19 33 45 34 1 
relations (14.4%) (25.0%) (34.1 %) (25.7%) (0.7%) 
Supplies/ 16 
.... , 
-''"' 32 46 2 
equipment (12.1%) (27.3%) (24.2%) (34.8%) (1.5%) 
Janitors 26 49 16 41 0 
(19.7%) (37.1 %) (12.1%) (31.0%) (0.0%) 
Buses 38 42 16 36 0 
(28.8%) (31.8%) (12.1%) (27.3%) (0.0%) 
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Table 23 
El~venth QraQe~· Perc~~tiQn:; Qf th~ R~"~Qn~ibilities Qf Th~ CQ-Prin£it!al~ 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 67 
I A B N rom. 
Work with 54 3 3 7 0 
instruction (80.6%) (4.5%) (4.5%) (10.4%) (0.0%) 
Student 13 23 3 28 0 
schedule (19.4%) (34.3%) (4.5%) (41.8%) (O.Ollc) 
Prepare 10 23 16 18 0 
budget (14.9%) (34.3%) (23.9%) (26.7%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 11 25 11 20 0 
of building (16.4%) (37.3%) (16.4%) (29.8%) (0.0%) 
School 15 9 20 23 0 
objectives (22.4%) (13.4%) (29.8%) (34.2%) (0.0%) 
Course 21 13 12 21 0 
objectives (31.3%) (19.4%) (17.9%) (31.3%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 12 14 22 19 0 
teachers (17.9%) (20.9%) (32.8%) (28.3%) (0.0%) 
Student 12 24 12 19 0 
behavior (17.9%) (35.8%) (17.9%) (28.3%) (0.0%) 
Parents 7 12 30 18 0 
(10.4%) (17.9%) (44.8%) (26.7%) (0.0%) 
Public 9 15 9 34 0 
relations (13.4%) (22.4%) (13.4%) (50.7%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 27 6 4 30 0 
equipment (40.3%) (8.9%) (6.0%) (44.8%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 7 22 12 26 0 
(10.4%) (32.8%) (17.9%) (38.8%) (0.0%) 
Buses 9 25 8 25 0 
(13.4%) (37.3%) (11.9%) (37.3%) (0.0%) 
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Table24 
Eleventh Graders' Perceptions of the Responsibilities Of The Co-Principals 
Central High School 
Total Responses - 46 
I A B N NR 
Work with 37 0 2 7 0 
instruction (80.0%) (0.0%) (4.3%) (15.2%) (0.0%) 
Student 10 21 6 9 0 
schedules (21.7%) (45.6%) (13.0%) (19.6%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 0 19 10 17 0 
budget (0.0%) (41.3%) (21.7%) (36.(%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 9 9 15 13 0 
of building (19.6%) (19.6%) (32.6%) (28.2%) (0.0%) 
School 7 12 17 10 0 
objectives (15.2%) (26.1%) (36.9%) (21.7%) (0.0%) 
Course 13 9 8 16 0 
objectives (28.2%) (19.6%) (17.4%) (23.9%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 14 8 15 9 0 
teachers (30.4%) (17.4%) (32.6%) (19.6%) (0.0%) 
Student 14 12 12 8 0 
behavior (30.4%) (26.1%) (26.1 %) (17.4%) (0.0%) 
Parents 10 8 21 7 0 
(21.7%) (17.4%) (45.6%) (15.2%) (0.0%) 
Public 5 10 13 18 0 
relations (10.9%) (21.7%) (28.2%) (39.1 %) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 15 11 10 10 0 
equipment (32.6%) (23.9%) (21.7%) (21.7%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 7 12 9 18 0 
(15.2%) (26.1%) (19.6%) (39.1%) (0.0%) 
Buses 9 22 6 9 0 
(19.6%) (47.8%) (13.0%) (19.6%) (0.0%) 
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ranged from 7 (15.2%) for working ~ith instruction and conferencing ~th parents to 18 
(39 .1%) for handling public relations and supervising custodians. 
In T?.ble 25. ninety-one (80.5%) of all eleventh graders thought that the PI worked 
with instruction. The PA and both co-principals, as choices, did not receive 50% of the 
responses for any given responsibility. Uncertainty ranged from 14 (12.4%) for working 
with instruction to 52 (46%) for handling public relations. 
Table 26 shows that 45 (77.6%) of the twelfth grade students at Andrews High 
thought that the PI wo::-ked with instruction. The P A and both co-principals, as choices, 
did not receive 50% of the responses for any given responsibility. Uncertainty ranged 
from 10 (17.2%) for worked with instruction to 26 (44.8%) for established course 
objectives. 
In Table 27, twenty-three (92%) of the twelfth grade students at Central High 
thoi..ght thai me PI worked ~tt. instruction. Twenty-one (84%) thought that he/she 
established course objectives. Nineteen (76%) thought that the PI observed and evaluated 
teachers. Thirteen (52%) thought that he/she prepared student schedules. Seventeen 
(68%) thought that the PA supervised the janitors. Fifteen (60%) thought that he/she 
approved use of the building and supervised buses and bus drivers. Thirteen (52%) 
thought that the PA prepared the budget. Fifteen (60%) thought that both co-principals 
were responsible for school objectives. Founeen (56%) thought that they conferenced with 
parents. Uncertainty ranged from 0 (0.0%) for worked with instruction, and observed and 
evaluated teachers to 5 (20%) for handled public relations. 
According to Table 28, sixty-sight (81.9%) of all twelfth graders thought that the PI 
worked with instruction. The PA and both co-principals, as choices, received less than 
50% of the responses for~y given responsibility. Uncertainty ranged from one (1.2%) 
for worked with instruction to 27 (32.5%) for established course objectives. 
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Table 25 
All El~venth Qrader~· P~rceQtions OfTh~ R~~n~iQiliti~~ Qf th~ CQ-Prin£i~i!l~ 
Total Responses- 113 
I A B N NR 
Work with 91 3 5 14 0 
instruction (80.5%) (2.6%) (4.4%) (12.4%) (0.0%) 
Student 23 44 9 37 0 
schedules (20.3%) (38.9%) (8.0%) (32.7%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 10 42 26 35 0 
budget (8.8%) (37.2%) (23.0%) (31.0%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 20 34 26 33 0 
of building (17.7%) (30.0%) (23.0%) (29.2%) (0.0%) 
School 22 21 37 33 0 
objectives (19.5%) (18.6%) (32.7%) (29.2%) (0.0%) 
Course 34 22 20 37 0 
objectives (30.0%) (19.5%) (17.7%) (32.7%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 26 32 27 28 0 
teachers (23.0%) (28.3%) (23.9%) (24.8%) (0.0%) 
Student 26 36 24 27 0 
behavior (23.0%) (31.8%) (21.2%) (23.9%) (0.0%) 
Parents 17 20 51 25 0 
(15.0%) (17.7%) (45.1%) (22.1%) (0.0%) 
Public 14 25 22 52 0 
relations (12.4%) (22.1 %) (19.5%) (46.0%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 35 17 14 47 0 
equipment (31.0%) (15.0%) (12.4%) (41.6%) (0.0%) 
Janitors 14 34 21 44 0 
(12.4%) (30.0%) (18.6%) (38.9%) (0.0%) 
Buses 18 47 14 34 0 
(15.9%) (41.6%) (12.4%) (30.0%) (0.0%) 
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Table 26 
Twelfth Qrader~· P~rC~t;!riQns Qf th~ R~~J2Qnsit!ilirie:- Qf Th~ CQ-Princ1~al~ 
Andrews High School 
Total Responses - 58 
I A B N NR 
Work with 45 1 2 10 0 
instruction (77.6%) (1.7%) (3.4%) (17 .2%) (0.0%) 
Student 22 20 1 15 0 
schedules (37.9%) (34.5%) (1.7%) (25.8%) (0.0%) 
Prepare 7 23 10 18 0 
budget (12.0%) (39.6%) (17.2%) (31.0%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 12 14 15 17 0 
of building (20.7%) (24.1 %) (25.8%) (29.3%) (29.3c;:() 
School 9 18 16 15 0 
objectives (15.5%) (31.0%) (27.6%) (25.8%) (0.0%) 
Course 14 8 10 26 0 
objectives (24.1%) (13.8%) (17.2%) (44.8%) (0.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 18 15 14 11 0 
teachers (31.0%) (25.8%) (24.1 '7o) (18.9%) (0.0%) 
Student 18 17 13 10 0 
behavior (31.0%) (29.3%) (22.4%) (17.2%) (0.0%) 
Parents 17 13 12 16 0 
(29.3%) (22.4%) (20.7%) (27.6%) (0.0%) 
Public 11 18 11 us 0 
relations (18.9%) (31.0%) (18.9%) (31.0%) (0.0%) 
Supplies/ 8 15 15 19 1 
equipment (13.8%) (25.8%) (25.8%) (32.7%) (1.7%) 
Janitors 11 19 7 21 0 
(18.9%) (32.7%) (12.0%) (36.2%) (0.0%) 
Buses 14 25 7 12 0 
(24.1%) (43.1%) (12.0%) (20.7%) (0.0%) 
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Table 27 
Twelfth Qraders' Perceptions of the Resoonsibilities Of The Co-Principals 
Central High School 
Total Responses- 25 
I A B N NR 
Work with 23 0 1 0 1 
instruction (92.0%) (0.0%) (4.0%) (0.0%) (4.0%) 
Student 13 5 3 3 1 
schedules (52.0%) (20.0%) (12.0%) (12.0%) (4.0%) 
Prepare .... 13 7 3 0 ~ 
budget (8.0%) (52.0%) (28.0%) (12.0%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 1 15 5 3 1 
of building (4.0%) (60.0%) (20.0%) (12.0%) (4.0%) 
School 3 •3 15 3 1 
objectives (12.0%) (12.0%) (60.0%) (12.0%) (4.0%) 
Course 21 0 2 1 1 
objectives (84.0%) (0.0%) (8.0%) (4.0%) (4.0%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 19 1 4 0 1 
teachers (76.0%) (4.0%) (16.0%) (0.0%) (4.0%) 
Student 3 11 9 2 0 
behavior (12.0%) (44.0%) (36.0%) (8.0%) (0.0%) 
Parents 7 2 14 2 0 
(28.0%) (8.0%) (56.0%) (8.0%) (0.0%) 
Public 4 6 9 5 1 
relations (16.0%) (24.0%) (36.0%) (20.0%) (4.0%) 
Supplies/ 5 10 5 4 1 
equipment (20.0%) (40.0%) (20.0%) (16.0%) (4.0%) 
Janitors 1 17 2 4 1 
(4.0%) (68.0%) (8.0%) (16.0%) (4.0%) 
Buses 1 15 4 4 1 
(4.0%) (60.0%) (16.0%) (16.0%) (4.0%) 
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Table 28 
All Twelfth Graders'Perceptions Of The Resoonsihilities of the C0=Principals 
Total Responses- 83 
I A B N NR 
Work with 68 1 3 10 1 
instruction (81.9%) (1.2%) (3.6%) (12.0%) (1.2%) 
Student 35 25 4 18 1 
schedules (42.1 %) (30.1 %) (4.8%) (21.7%) (1.2%) 
Prepare 9 36 17 21 0 
budget (10.8%) (43.4%) (20.5%) (25.3%) (0.0%) 
Approve use 13 29 20 20 
of building (15.6%) (34.9%) (24.1 %) (24.1 %) (1.2%) 
School 12 21 31 18 1 
objectives (14.4%) (25.3%) (37.3%) (21.7%) (1.2%) 
Course 35 8 12 27 1 
objectives (42.1%) (9.6%) (14.4%) (32.5%) (1.2%) 
Observe/ 
evaluate 37 16 18 11 1 
teachers (44.6%) (19.3%) (21.7%) (13.2%) (1.2%) 
Student 21 28 22 12 0 
behavior (25.3%) (33.7%) (26.5%) (14.4%) (0.0%) 
Parents 24 15 26 18 0 
(28.9%) (18.1 %) (31.3%) (21.7%) (0.0%) 
Public 15 24 20 23 1 
relations (18.1%) (28.9%) (24.1 %) (27.7%) (1.2%) 
Supplies/ 13 25 20 23 2 
equipment (15.6%) (30.1 %) (24.1%) (27.7%) (2.4%) 
Janitors 12 36 9 25 1 
(14.4%) (43.4%) (10.8%) (30.1 %) (1.2%) 
Buses 15 40 11 16 1 
(18.1%) (48.2%) (13.2%) (19.3%) (1.2%) 
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According to Table 29, ninety-one (78ck) of the seventh grade students named the 
Principal for Instruction (PI) and the Principal for Administration (P A) correctly. 
In Table 30 one hundred thirty-one (75.7%) of the eighth grade students named the 
PI and 132 (76.3%) named the PA correctly. 
Table 31 shows that 28 (27.5%) of all ninth grade students named the PI correctly 
and 40 (39.2%) correctly named the PA. 
According Table 32, seventy-one (53.8%) of all tenth graders name the PI correctly 
and 81 (61.3%) correctly named the PA. 
Table 33 shows that 79 (69.9%) of all eleventh grade students named the PI 
correctly and 76 (67.2%) correctly named the PA. 
Table 34 shows that 58 (69.9%) of all twelfth grade students nar.;~d the PI correctly 
and 48 (57 .8%) correctly named the PA. 
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Table 29 
Seventh Graders' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 116 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 91 22 3 
Instruction (78.4%) (19.0%) (2.6%) 
Principal for 91 22 3 
Administration (78.4%) (19.0%) (2.6%) 
Table 30 
Eighth Graders' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 173 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 131 35 7 
Instruction (75.7%) (20.2%) (4.0%) 
Principal for 132 35 6 
Administration (76.3%) (20.2%) (3.5%) 
Table 31 
Ninth Graders' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 102 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 28 48 26 
Instruction (27.5%) (47.0%) (25.5%) 
Principal for 40 27 35 
Administration (39.2%) (26.5%) (34.3%) 
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Table 32 
Tenth Graders' Respo.,ses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 132 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 71 48 13 
Instruction (53.8%) (36.3%) (9.8%) 
Principal for 81 32 19 
Administration (61.3%) (24.2%) (14.4%) 
Table 33 
Eieventh Graders' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses- 113 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 79 27 7 
Instruction (69.9%) (23.9%) (6.2%) 
Principal for 76 28 9 
Administration (67.2%) (24.8%) (8.0%) 
Table 34 
Twelfth Graders' Responses to Naming Their Co-Principals 
Total Responses - 83 
Correct Incorrect NR 
Principal for 58 13 12 
Instruction (69.9%) (15.6%) (14.4%) 
Principal for 48 26 9 
Administration (57.8%) (31.3%) (10.8%) 
